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Three questionnaire studies were conducted to examine how global self-esteem relates to 
social psychological processes (i.e. social and temporal comparisons, reflected appraisals 
and self discrepancy) as well as to domain-specific evaluations o f self-worth in domains 
of differential importance to the self (i.e. interactive hypothesis; Rosenberg, 1965). The 
first and the second study examined some o f the most influential types of self-evaluation 
processes and their relationship with self-esteem in a sample o f 242 and 527 participants 
respectively. In addition, the importance attached to domains o f  the self in the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem was explored using an 
idiographic (self-reported) and a nomothetic measure o f importance (i.e. the importance 
attached to physical appearance). Results revealed that although all different types of 
self-evaluation processes are important to self-esteem, some types may be more group 
dependent (e.g. temporal comparisons) than others (e.g. self-ideal self-discrepancy). In 
addition, and contrary to the majority of past studies, it was found that self-esteem is 
more dependant on domains o f higher importance to the individual. However, this was 
only the case when domains were reported idiographically by the participants. These 
results led to the re-conceptualisation o f the importance attached to domains o f the self in 
the third study by developing a multifaceted scale o f importance in a sample of 647 
participants. The scale showed good psychometric properties and it was the first scale of 
importance that has found supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis. Results are 
discussed in the light o f the implications they may have for the way individuals and 
particular groups (e.g. stigmatized groups) engage in self-evaluation processes and the 
way particular domains o f the self are related to global evaluations o f self-worth.
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1.1 Self-esteem: definitions and importance
Self-esteem is one o f the most researched topics in psychology. In addition to its 
scientific importance, self-esteem has been the focus o f non-scientific discussion, TV 
reality shows, and self-help books. Very often in their everyday discourses people use the 
term self-esteem in order to explain their own and other people’ s shortcomings and 
personalities. A common denominator in everyday discussions about self-esteem is that 
people want to feel worthy. According to Swann (1996) high self-esteem has become an 
integral part o f the American Dream. This is not surprising as “self-esteem is about 
psychological health, about motivations, about personal identity” (Emler, 2001; p.2).
Self-esteem can be defined as an attitude towards oneself or as feelings o f self-worth and 
self-respect (Rosenberg, 1965, 1979). Although the literature in self-esteem is 
multifaceted and occupied by several debates as to what self-esteem is, the review in this 
thesis will mostly touch on aspects that are o f particular importance to this research. The 
main focus o f this thesis is on how global self-esteem relates to social psychological 
processes which have been assumed to be involved in the formation o f self-esteem. Its 
contribution lays both in examining the relative strength of the relationship of some of 
these processes with self-esteem for different groups o f people and in examining the 
concept o f importance o f particular domains o f the self and their relationship to self­
esteem. A starting point o f  this thesis has been the research on stigmatized identities and 
self-esteem. Stigma literature has been dealing for several decades with the question of
Chapter 1
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whether or not individuals who possess a stigmatized identity ‘ suffer’ a low self-esteem 
in result. There is a growing body o f research which maintains that stigma does not 
necessarily lead to low self-esteem (e.g. Camp, Finlay & Lyons, 2002; Crocker & Wolfe, 
2001). However, a lot o f this research is inconclusive in parts. Although stigmatized 
individuals have not been found to have lower self-esteem than non-stigmatized 
individuals, it has not been easy to answer why. An argument o f this thesis is that in order 
to understand how stigmatized individuals protect global self-esteem from negative 
evaluations, further research is needed to explore those psychological processes that 
relate to self-esteem and that individuals use in order to assess themselves and feel 
worthy. Although this thesis is not about stigma as such, it touches upon many issues 
related to the debate o f  how stigmatized individuals may maintain a high self-esteem. The 
debate around stigma and the contribution of this thesis to this debate will be discussed 
throughout this thesis.
1.2 Chapter 2: Conceptualising self-esteem -  A review of the literature
Chapter 2 presents a theoretical background and empirical evidence on two o f the most 
influential lines o f research on self-esteem. One line o f research focuses on the 
relationship between global self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) and domain-specific specific 
self-esteem (Rosenberg, Schooler, Schoenbach & Rosenberg, 1995). Within this line o f 
research, there is general consensus, originating from James’ (1890) writings, that global 
self-esteem is related to evaluations o f self-worth on specific domains that are important 
to the individual (differential importance or interactive hypothesis). Although this view 
has been o f particular research interest, empirical evidence is mixed and inconclusive. A
2
large number o f  studies that have tried to link the importance attached to a particular 
domain o f the self with domain-specific and global self-esteem have found that domain- 
specific self-esteem is related to global evaluations of self-worth regardless of the 
importance attached to the domain in question. All these studies will be described in 
chapter 2, leading into a discussion of why past studies may have failed to support this 
view and paving the way for one o f the main objectives o f this thesis -  to test the 
interactive hypothesis (i.e. self-esteem is more dependant on these domains o f the self 
that are more important to the individual).
In the second line o f research presented in chapter 2, both global and domain-specific 
self-esteem have been characterised either as traits, which show considerable stability 
over time, or as states, which are unstable and fluctuate depending upon everyday 
experiences in one’s life (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Similar to the global -  domain- 
specific ‘debate’ , the importance attached to particular domains of the self and how it 
relates to self-esteem has also been discussed. For example, Greenier, Kernis and 
Waschull (1995) suggested that domains o f the self with greater instability are domains 
of higher importance to the individual. Empirical evidence generated in this thesis does 
not touch upon this line o f research. Although this thesis does not provide evidence on 
this line of research, the trait -  state debate has been one o f the central aspects o f the 
literature in conceptualizing self-esteem. Therefore, chapter 2 provides an overview of 
this school o f thought in order to give a more full view o f the theory surrounding self­
esteem in the past few decades.
3
1.3 Chapter 3: ‘Evaluating oneself -  Self-evaluation processes and self-esteem
Chapter 3 presents theoretical background and empirical evidence on what has been 
known as the determinants o f global self-esteem: self-evaluation processes. The use of 
self-evaluation processes in different groups and their relationship with self-esteem is a 
further objective o f this thesis. Social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), temporal 
comparison theory (Albert, 1977), reflected appraisals theory (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 
1934) and self-ideal self discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987) are proposed to be amongst 
the main theories which can contribute to one’s understanding o f global self-esteem 
formation. Chapter 3 considers the theory behind each o f these different types of self- 
evaluation processes and presents evidence from studies which have explored their 
relationship with self-esteem. Although there is a lot o f research on self-ideal 
discrepancy, reflected appraisals and social comparisons, research on temporal 
comparisons is scarce. The main reason has been that temporal comparisons have been 
considered to be less important in people’ s global self-evaluations. However, as 
described in chapter 3, a proposition o f this thesis is that temporal comparisons have been 
underestimated and can be as important as other types o f self-evaluation processes in 
people’ s self-evaluations.
1.4 Chapter 4: Domain-specific and global evaluations of self-worth -  The role of 
self-evaluation processes and the importance attached to specific self-views
Chapter 4 is the first empirical chapter o f this thesis which attempts to bring together the 
theoretical discussion from chapters 2 and 3. It is a correlational study that explores and 
compares the strength o f the relationship between different types o f  self-evaluation
4
processes and self-esteem in domains of differential importance to the individual (i.e. 
interactive hypothesis). This is probably the only known to the researcher study that has 
attempted to compare the relationship between several different types o f self-evaluation 
processes and self-esteem. Most other studies have either compared two types of self- 
evaluation processes with each other or have speculated on the importance o f one type 
over another. Furthermore, this is the only known to the researcher study that has 
explored the interactive hypothesis using an idiographic measure o f importance where 
participants provide self-domains themselves according to how important they are to 
them.
The main contribution o f this study is that it is amongst the very few studies which have 
found supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis and showed that domains of 
higher importance to the individual have a stronger relationship with self-esteem than 
domains of little or no importance to the individual. Furthermore, this study showed that 
all different types o f self-evaluation processes are important and/or relevant to self­
esteem suggesting that either the importance o f some types o f self-evaluation processes 
has been overstated (e.g. social comparisons) or that the importance o f temporal 
comparisons has been overlooked.
1.5 Chapter 5: The “embodied” self -  A review of the literature
Having found in the first study that regardless o f the importance attached, one of the most 
relevant to self-esteem domains was physical appearance, it was decided to focus on 
physical appearance as a specific domain o f the self, which individuals evaluate 
themselves on. This will provide a better understanding on how self-evaluation processes
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relate to self-esteem and the role o f importance attached, in different and divergent social 
and age groups. Chapter 5 is a theoretical chapter on body image as a particular domain 
which people evaluate themselves on. It presents theoretical background and empirical 
evidence on how body image and its subsequent body-esteem are formed in different 
social, racial and age groups and how they relate to global self-esteem. The role o f 
importance attached to physical appearance (interactive hypothesis) is also discussed as 
the majority o f the studies conducted have failed to link importance of physical 
appearance to global self-esteem. Furthermore, it presents an overview o f physical 
appearance self-evaluation processes and how they relate to body and global self-esteem 
in different groups. Finally, it gives a brief overview of the objectives o f the second study 
and how it relates to findings from the first study.
1.6 Chapter 6: Seeing oneself ‘in the flesh’ -  Body image self-evaluations and global 
self-esteem
Chapter 6 is the second empirical chapter o f this thesis and focuses on a pre-selected 
domain o f the self i.e. physical appearance. This is a questionnaire study where 
participants were asked to report the importance they attach to their body image and the 
importance they think other people (significant and generalized) attach to physical 
appearance (normative importance). One o f the main objectives of this study is to test the 
moderating role o f normative and individual importance in different groups. The groups 
were formed according to sexual orientation (i.e. heterosexual men and women, gay men, 
lesbians), weight (average weight, overweight/obese), and age (younger, middle aged, 
and older). A further objective o f the second study is to explore the use o f self-evaluation
6
processes in particular groups and their relationship with body-esteem according to group 
membership.
Overall findings o f this study suggest that people may employ various self-evaluation 
processes to assess their physical appearance. Amongst other findings, an important 
finding o f this study was that although reflected appraisals are particularly related to self­
esteem for all groups, discounting reflecting appraisals or not agreeing with what people 
think other people think o f them can minimize the relationship between reflected 
appraisals and self-esteem. Furthermore, although reflected appraisals and self-ideal 
discrepancy were related to self-esteem regardless of group membership, temporal 
comparisons were relevant for the self-esteem o f some groups and not others. Finally, 
although data suggested that there were significant group differences on the individual 
and normative importance attached to body image, body-esteem was related to global 
self-esteem irrespective o f the importance attached failing to support the interactive 
hypothesis. As will be discussed this might be related to a methodological weakness of 
this study in capturing importance by using a nomothetic as opposed to an idiographic 
measure o f importance -  a methodological approach that was used by most studies which 
failed to support the interactive hypothesis.
1.7 Chapter 7: The interactive hypothesis re-visited -  The development of a scale to 
measure the importance attached to physical appearance
The inability to relate importance to body and global self-esteem when a nomothetic 
measure o f importance was used in the second study was proposed to be related to the
7
fact that different groups may attach different meanings to the general question about 
importance. Chapter 7 is the last empirical chapter o f this thesis that attempts to unpack 
the concept o f importance o f physical appearance or in other words to investigate the 
different aspects o f importance attached to physical appearance with the aim to develop a 
multifaceted scale o f importance. Therefore, the main objective o f this study is to develop 
a more sophisticated and multifaceted nomothetic measure of importance o f physical 
appearance that will explain how body-esteem is related to global evaluations o f self- 
worth in general and in different groups. Similar to the second study o f this thesis, this 
study explores group membership in groups classified according to sex, sexual 
orientation, weight and age. Following the selectivity hypothesis argument (Rosenberg, 
1982) which argues that when individuals perceive a negative impact on a domain o f the 
self, will lower the importance attached to this domain, in order to maintain a positive 
self-view, study 3 proposes a modified selectivity hypothesis. The modified selectivity 
hypothesis maintains that the extent to which importance o f physical appearance will 
moderate the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem will also be 
influenced by the extent to which individuals believe that physical appearance has a 
positive impact on their life. Therefore, importance will be more relevant in the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem in those individuals who 
perceive a positive impact o f the domain in question on their life.
Amongst other findings, this study revealed that there are several aspects o f importance 
that individuals consider in order to decide how important physical appearance is to them. 
Such aspects are related to individual beliefs about how much physical appearance affects
their mood, perceptions o f how one is judged 01* treated according to what one looks like 
and perceptions about the magnitude o f the impact o f physical appearance on different 
facets o f one’s life. Having considered these aspects o f importance and having developed 
a measure of importance this study has been the only known to the researcher piece of 
research which designed a measure o f importance and found supportive evidence for the 
interactive hypothesis (James, 1890; Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 1967). The 
interactive hypothesis was also found to be group dependent. Furthermore, data from this 
study were supportive o f the modified selectivity hypothesis,
1.8 Chapter 8: General discussion
Chapter 8 is the general discussion and the final chapter o f this thesis. In this chapter, an 
overarching discussion o f the results is presented which attempts to pull information 
together from the theoretical and the empirical chapters. It provides an overview o f the 
major findings o f this thesis, their contribution to research and their importance to the 
literature surrounding self-esteem. The discussion also attempts to go a step further and 
discuss empirical findings in the light o f the implications they have for stigmatized 
groups, adding evidence to the debate about why stigmatized individuals do not 
necessarily have a lower self-esteem than non-stigmatized individuals. In addition, results 
are discussed in the light o f what they may reveal for individuals with a healthy attitude 
towards themselves and o f how different individuals may experience the world in a 
different manner -  at some cost to their self-esteem.
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Conceptualizing self-esteem: A review of the literature
2.1 Introduction
Self-esteem can be defined as the way individuals feel towards themselves in general 
(Rosenberg, 1965, 1979). Despite its popularity in the psychological literature, a great 
deal o f self-esteem research has been pre-occupied with debates about how self-esteem is 
formed (e.g. Brown, 1993; Crandall, Tsang, Harvey & Britt, 2000). This thesis aims to 
contribute to these debates by providing empirical evidence about how global self-esteem 
relates to social psychological processes which have been assumed to be involved in the 
formation o f self-esteem. Its contribution lays both in examining the relative strength of 
the relationship o f some o f these processes with self-esteem for different groups o f 
people and in examining the concept of the importance of particular domains o f the self 
and their relationship with self-esteem more closely.
In this chapter, two o f the most influential lines of research on self-esteem will be 
presented. One line o f research focuses on the relationship between self-esteem as a 
global evaluation o f self-worth (Rosenberg, 1965) and specific evaluations of domains of 
the self such as physical appearance, academic abilities, social skills, physical abilities, 
and so on (Rosenberg, Schooler, Schoenbach & Rosenberg, 1995). A second line of 
research revolves around whether global and domain-specific self-esteem are stable or 
malleable aspects o f the self. This line o f research is better known as the trait (stable) / 
state (malleable) conceptualization o f self-esteem (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Hence, the 
first debate revolves around the reciprocal effect o f domain-specific and global self­
Chapter 2
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esteem (e.g. Dutton & Brown, 1997), whereas the second one revolves around whether 
self self-esteem is a state or a trait (e.g. Leary & Downs, 1995). Although the trait/state 
conceptualization of global self-esteem will be presented in this chapter, the main interest 
in this thesis centers upon the processes related to self-esteem as a global construct and 
its relation to domain-specific evaluations o f self-worth. In addition, the importance 
attached by individuals to specific domains o f the self has been suggested to be crucial in 
the formation o f global self-esteem in that domains o f higher individual importance will 
have a stronger relationship with global self-esteem than domains o f lower individual 
importance (e.g. Rosenberg’s interactive hypothesis, 1965). However, as will be 
discussed later on, supportive evidence is mixed and contradictory as to whether 
importance is important in the relationship between domain-specific and global self­
esteem. This chapter also examines the role o f importance in some detail.
2.2 Global and domain-specific conceptualization of self-esteem
Although a lot o f the literature regarding the relationship between domain-specific and 
global self-esteem has been pre-occupied with the question o f which part causes the 
other, there is no robust empirical support to point towards a direction (Dutton & Brown, 
1997). Furthermore, although most o f the literature on self-esteem revolves around the 
general attitude towards oneself (i.e. global self-esteem), a growing body o f research has 
also emphasized that domain specific evaluations o f self-worth may be equally important 
(e.g. Rosenberg et al, 1995). Domain-specific self-esteem can be defined as the way 
people evaluate themselves on particular domains o f the self (e.g. Dutton & Brown, 
1997). There is general consensus, dating back to James (1890) that global self-esteem is
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the resultant o f and/or develops from evaluations in specific domains o f the self, 
particularly those that are important to the individual (Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 
1979).
The view that specific self-evaluations in domains o f higher individual importance are 
more relevant to global self-esteem has been called a bottom-up process (Brown, 1993). 
At the opposite end o f the spectrum (e.g. top-down approach) is the view that the way 
people evaluate themselves on specific domains will be determined from their global 
feelings of self-worth (e.g. Brown, 1993). Hoyle et al (1999) proposed that the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem is more dynamic than static 
and can work in both directions depending on the individual and the domain in question. 
However, empirical research on this issue remains inconclusive cause as discussed the 
causal relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem has not been tested 
thoroughly. Although specific self-evaluations have been found to be related to global 
self-esteem (Pelham & Swann, 1989; Marsh, 1990; Swann, 1990; Rosenberg, 1995), 
most o f this research has used cross-sectional designs and as a consequence one cannot 
make conclusions about the causality o f the relationship. For example, Rosenberg et al 
(1995) using data from a cross-sectional study found that academic and global self­
esteem were related and he tested a model o f the reciprocal effects o f global self-esteem 
and academic self-esteem using path analysis. He found that global self-esteem and 
academic self-esteem affect one another significantly. However, global self-esteem was 
mainly determined by academic self-esteem than the other way around (r = 0.21 versus r 
= 0.11). Although a path analytical approach o f this type can provide an indication of
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causal effects, it can be argued that one cannot make definite inferences about the 
reciprocal effects. Path analysis based on cross-sectional data is still correlational in 
nature and therefore, it can be argued that an experimental longitudinal approach where 
both domain-specific and global self-esteem are manipulated at different points in time 
and then testing the reciprocal effects would be more appropriate in detecting causal 
effects.
Although research has documented the relationship between global and domain-specific 
self-esteem, Rosenberg et al (1995) believed that they are not the same and they have 
different correlates. Rosenberg (1979) further noted that both ‘ esteems’ are part o f the 
structure o f an individual’s self-concept but they are not equivalent. Along these lines, 
although Woike and Baumgardner (1993) agreed with Rosenberg’ s assertion, they 
suggested that domain-specific and global self-esteem ‘behave’ in a very similar fashion. 
Individuals with high global self-esteem have high domain-specific self-esteem, and 
individuals with low global self-esteem have low domain-specific self-esteem. Rosenberg 
et al (1995) further argued that the inability to differentiate between the two ‘ esteems’ has 
resulted in a number o f misinterpretations such as low self-esteem in one domain being 
translated as low self-esteem in general. Rosenberg et al for example argued that a great 
amount o f research in the relationship between race and self-esteem explored either racial 
self-esteem or global self-esteem and assumed that low racial esteem was the same as low 
global self-esteem (see Cross, 1985 for a review o f these studies). Similarly, the stigma 
literature has been characterized by debates about whether a stigmatized or negative 
attribute has negative consequences for the self-esteem o f stigmatized individuals or
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whether one can have a stigmatized or negative attribute without having a low self­
esteem. Crocker and Major (1989) reviewed studies that examined self-esteem in 
stigmatized groups (e.g. people with mental illness and children with learning 
disabilities) and found that stigmatized individuals do not necessarily have low self­
esteem.
Many theorists (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Marsh, 1990; Swann, 1990; Rosenberg et al, 1995), 
have argued that global self-esteem is related to psychological well-being, whereas on the 
other hand, domain-specific self-esteem is related to behaviour. The suggestion that 
domain-specific self-esteem may be more relevant to behaviour can be illustrated using 
an example. If someone has low global self-esteem, it does not necessarily mean that this 
person sees himself or herself as a bad communicator in social situations. Similarly, if 
someone believes that he or she is a bad communicator, it does not necessarily mean that 
this person has low global self-esteem. However, if someone believes that he or she is a 
bad communicator may affect his or her behaviour in social situations. Rosenberg et al 
(1995) in a sample of tenth-grade boys found that academic self-esteem was much more 
highly correlated with specific behaviour (i.e. school performance) than was global self­
esteem (.488 versus .253) which suggests that specific self-esteem is more strongly 
related to a specific behavioural outcome than global self-esteem. Other studies have also 
found that domain-specific self-esteem is more relevant to and a better predictor o f 
behaviour than global evaluations of self-worth (e.g. Swann, Pelham & Krull, 1989; 
Marsh, 1990).
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On the other hand, global self-esteem has been found to have a stronger relationship with 
psychological well-being than domain-specific self-esteem. For example, based on a 
sample o f 1,886 tenth-grade boys, Rosenberg et al (1995) found that global self-esteem 
was more strongly related to measures o f psychological well-being (depression, anomie, 
general anxiety, resentment, anxiety-tension, irritability, life satisfaction, happiness, and 
negative affective states) than was domain-specific self-esteem (academic self-esteem). 
The average strength o f the relationship between global self-esteem and the 
aforementioned measures was .337, whereas the average strength o f the relationship 
between academic self-esteem and these measures was .079. It may be worth noting 
however, that the inability to find a strong relationship between domain-specific self­
esteem and psychological well-being might have arisen from the nature o f the selected 
domain (academic self-esteem). Probably the researchers assumed that tenth-grade boys 
valued academic ability highly, which might not be the case. If the importance attached to 
domains by the individual is an important factor, it can then be argued that academic self­
esteem was either not very important or not central to the participants’ self-concept and 
as a consequence its relationship with psychological well-being measures was weaker. 
Further evidence is limited at this point as no other known studies have attempted to link 
and compare domain-specific and global self-esteem with psychological well-being 
measures. Numerous other studies have reported the relationship between global self­
esteem and psychological well-being such as depression (Rosenberg, 1985), anxiety 
(Rosenberg, 1989), anger, hostility, and aggressiveness (Baumeister, Smart & Boden, 
1996) and life satisfaction (Diener & Diener, 1995). However, whether global self-esteem 
is a cause or an outcome of psychological well-being has not been addressed thoroughly.
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Rosenberg et al (1989), using a similar path analytical approach to the one described 
earlier from cross-sectional data, tested the reciprocal effects o f the relationship between 
global self-esteem and depression and found that they significantly affect one another. 
However, depression had a somewhat greater effect on global self-esteem (-.27) than the 
other way around (-.21). It can be argued that the difference between the effects is too 
small to make inferences of causality and, as has already been suggested, a time series 
approach might not be as effective as a longitudinal experimental approach to test the 
reciprocal effect.
To sum up, regardless o f causal effects, James (1890), Rosenberg (1979) and 
Coopersmith (1967) conceptualized global self-esteem as related to self-evaluations on 
specific domains of the self. One o f the objectives of this thesis is to further explore the 
relationship between the sum evaluation o f domain-specific self-esteem and global self­
esteem and further explore how global self-esteem is related to evaluations on particular 
domains of the self. An additional factor that has been discussed in conjunction with 
domain-specific and global self-esteem, and which constitutes a second main objective o f 
this thesis, is the differential importance attached to specific domains by the individual. 
When James, Rosenberg and Coopersmith proposed that global self-esteem reflects the 
evaluation of several aspects o f the self, they also proposed that specific evaluations in 
areas o f  life which people consider as more personally important are more powerfully 
related and therefore more relevant to self-esteem. The role o f importance in the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem is discussed in the following 
section.
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2.3 Global self-esteem and the importance of specific domains of specific self-esteem
James’ (1890) differential importance argument has pre-occupied a great amount of 
psychological research. He argued that self-evaluations in those domains which 
individuals consider as personally important will be more relevant to global self-esteem 
than domains o f lower or no importance to the individual (e.g. James, 1890; 
Coopersmith, 1967). This hypothesis has been referred to as “ interactive” (Rosenberg, 
1965) where self-esteem is described as the resultant o f an interaction between domain- 
specific self-esteem and the importance attached to domains o f the self by the individual. 
Hence, in order to understand how global self-esteem is formed and/or affected, Marsh 
(1995) suggested that one has to explore domains of the self that are important to the 
individual. In a similar vein to the interactive hypothesis and James’ initial formulation, 
Crocker and Wolfe (2001), proposed that those domains which individuals perceive as 
more important are more likely to affect their self-esteem. They call such domains, 
“contingent domains” . In a study by Crocker, Luhtanen and Bouvrette (2001, see Crocker 
& Wolfe, 2001 for a review o f the study), a sample of 1,300 college students completed 
the Contingencies o f Self-Worth Scale (designed for the study). The scale revealed seven 
different intercorrelated dimensions (i.e. subscales) o f contingencies o f self-worth: 
approval, appearance, God’s love, family support, school competency, competition, and 
virtue. The standard deviations indicated that there was considerable response variability 
in the different subscales mainly as a function of sex and ethnicity. For example, women
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scored significantly higher than men on the family support, appearance, school 
competence, virtue and others’ approval subscales. African Americans scored 
significantly lower than the other ethnic groups on the family support, appearance and 
others’ approval subscales but significantly higher on God’s love.
There are various pieces o f research that have attempted to either relate importance to 
global self-esteem or test the moderating effects o f importance between domain-specific 
and global self-esteem. Rosenberg et al (1995), for example, in order to test the role o f 
differential importance as a moderator in the relationship between academic and global 
self-esteem, conducted a cross-sectional study and gave participants an academic self­
esteem scale. Participants were then asked to indicate how important academic ability 
was to them and were divided into a low academic importance group (N=333) and a high 
academic importance group (N= 1,487). Path analysis revealed that academic self-esteem 
had a greater effect on global self-esteem for those individuals who attached higher 
importance to academic ability than the other way around (.23 versus .12). The effect of 
academic self-esteem on global self-esteem was over three times greater for those who 
attached higher importance to academic performance. On the other hand, the effect o f 
global self-esteem on academic self-esteem was similar for the two groups, which led 
them to support the proposition that the relationship between specific and global self­
esteem is moderated by the importance attached to this domain.
Further research to test Rosenberg’s (1965) interactive hypothesis and replicate these 
findings has provided only weak support (Pelham, 1995). Hoge and McCarthy (1984), for
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example, examined the relationship between nine single-item specific domains o f the self 
(e.g. “I am smart,” “ I am good looking”), their perceived importance (e.g. “How 
important is it to you to be very smart?”), and self-esteem (Global Self-Esteem Scale) in a 
sample o f  high school students. They found that the correlation between all specific 
domains o f the self and global self-esteem was approximately .4. When specific domains 
of the self were weighted by the group’ s, by students’ in the same school and by students’ 
in the same class mean importance scores the correlations did not increase. Furthermore, 
when specific domains o f the self were weighted by individual importance ratings, the 
weighted average was significantly less correlated with global self-esteem than when 
domains were weighted by the group and by students within the same school. These 
findings led the authors to conclude that, for this age group, the normative importance 
attached to domains (i.e. group values) may be more powerful than individual importance 
in the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem.
Marsh (1986) argued that the inability o f Hoge and McCarthy to link individual 
importance ratings to self-esteem was due to methodological weaknesses. He argued that 
the use o f nine single-item rating scales to measure domain-specific self-esteem and their 
importance might not have been reliable and therefore a multi-item scale o f domain- 
specific self-esteem would be needed. In order to support this argument he conducted a 
study where domains o f  the self were measured by both multi-item scales and single-item 
responses. He further measured the importance attached to 12 domains o f the self (i.e. 
academic ability, physical ability and appearance, facility in interpersonal relations, 
spirituality, honesty, and emotional stability). He then used diverse adolescent and young
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adult subgroups o f participants in order to ensure within-person and within-group 
variability in the importance attached to different domains and in order to provide a good 
basis for comparing the moderating effect o f individual, subgroup, and group values. 
However, he found only limited support for the idea that importance moderates the 
relation between domain-specific and global self-esteem. In particular, when scores on 
specific domains were weighted by group importance and by individual importance, 
domain-specific self-esteem alone was the best predictor of global self-esteem.
In order to deal with these findings, Pelham and Swann (1989) proposed the idea of the 
differential certainty o f individual beliefs about domains o f the self and argued that the 
amount o f importance attached to domains of the self will be influenced not only by the 
extent to which they are important to the individual but also by the extent to which 
individuals are certain o f these domains. Self-certainty was defined as the extent to which 
one is certain or confident that one possesses a particular attribute (e.g. Baumgardner, 
1990; Woike & Baumgardner, 1993) and they suggested that certainty can bring about 
greater control over personal outcomes. Thus, they hypothesized that those domains that 
individuals are certain o f and attach high importance to will have a stronger relationship 
with self-esteem than domains o f lower certainty and lower importance. Results revealed 
that the interaction between differential importance and differential certainty was a strong 
predictor o f global self-esteem only for those individuals who were higher in domain- 
specific self-esteem and more certain about these specific domains. For individuals who 
were lower in domain-specific self-esteem, more certain about these specific domains and 
attached higher importance, the association between differential importance and global
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self-esteem was very strong (higher importance related to higher global self-esteem). 
Hence, they concluded that importance is mostly associated with global self-esteem in 
those individuals whose overall domain-specific self-esteem is low. As a consequence, 
Pelham and Swann (1989) suggested that individuals who have low self-esteem in a 
particular domain may compensate by attaching greater importance to those domains in 
which self-esteem is high. As will be discussed later, Rosenberg (1965) has referred to 
this tendency as the selectivity hypothesis.
Lachowicz-Tabaczek (1998) tried to find supportive evidence o f the results o f previous 
studies that tested the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem in 
domains o f differential importance to the individual. To measure domain-specific self­
esteem she created an index by merging Pelham and Swann’s (1989) Self-Attributes 
Questionnaire (SAQ) and Dymkowski’ s (1989) Self-Description Questionnaire (see 
Lachowicz-Tabaczek, 1998 for details). The index consisted o f  14 items. The results 
showed that the strongest predictor o f global self-esteem was domain-specific self­
esteem, whereas the Domain X Importance (moderator) interaction had no significant 
effect upon global self-esteem. Therefore, the interactive hypothesis was not supported. 
Lachowicz-Tabaczek argued that in previous studies such as the ones conducted by 
Marsh and Pelham and Swann, the participants might have rated themselves on domains 
which were not very diverse in terms o f importance. Out o f the 14 domains included in 
the composite self-description measure, 10 o f them received an average importance rating 
of 9 or more (on an 11-point scale, ranging from 1 as the lowest score to 11 as the highest 
score). She further argued that most o f these domains are vague and ill-defined (like
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intellectual or leadership abilities). Therefore participants might have had a difficulty in 
making distinctions between those domains in terms of how important they were to them, 
and this could have undermined the reliability o f the importance measurement.
In order to overcome this theoretical ‘problem’ , Lachowicz-Tabaczek (1998) conducted a 
second study and focused on domains that were considered more specific (i.e. reflecting 
more particular behaviours and contexts) and that would capture much greater between- 
person variability in importance ratings. In a sample o f undergraduate students, she first 
conducted a pilot study where students were asked to list domains o f the self they 
considered relevant to a description of an average student. The twenty most frequently 
listed domains were chosen (e.g. ability to find a paying job, popularity with the opposite 
sex, busy social life, etc) and participants rated the importance o f these domains on an 
11-point scale (similar to the previous study). The results showed that importance 
moderated the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem in some 
domains, while in other domains specific self-esteem was related to global self-esteem 
regardless o f the importance attached. The former domains were suggested to reflect 
social and interpersonal skills, such as having a wide circle o f friends, ability to establish 
relationships in a new environment, busy social life and sociability. On the other hand, 
domains that related to self-esteem regardless o f individual importance represented traits 
that the author associated with one’s effectiveness in accomplishing one’s personal tasks 
and objectives. These domains were ability to express oneself, upward mobility, ability to 
dominate other people, creative thinking, facility of learning and attractive appearance. In 
addition some domains rated by participants as unimportant, such as ability to find a
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paying job, knowledge o f current literature and a command of foreign languages were 
significantly related with global self-esteem. However, the author did not explain the 
reason why these domains that were considered as unimportant by the participants were 
still related to global self-esteem. It seems plausible to suggest that normative importance 
(what one thinks is important to other people) may be more relevant for some domains 
than others (i.e. domains of higher normative importance may be more powerful in the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem than domains o f lower 
normative importance) - an argument which will be discussed more thoroughly in section
2.6 and chapter 4. Finally, although the author did a pilot study in order to try and capture 
more diverse domains in order to test the role o f differential importance, the descriptive 
statistics (means, SDs/ranges) are not reported. Hence, one cannot know whether or not 
Lachowicz-Tabaczek ended up with a list o f domains that were sufficiently diverse in 
terms of the importance attached by the participants. Asking a sample o f students to 
report those domains that they consider relevant to a description o f a student and then 
asking them to rate the importance o f these domains might have resulted in domains that 
were important to the sample anyway and hence the variability 01* the diversity o f the 
domains was not achieved.
Finally, Farmer, Jarvis, Berent, and Corbett (2001) attempted to replicate and extend the 
findings of all previous studies, and explored the interactive hypothesis using the five- 
factor model (FFM) o f personality in order to measure people’ s self-esteem in particular 
domains o f the self. They suggested that the five personality traits and the importance 
attached to them would be a good example o f testing the interactive hypothesis. Both
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Global Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979) and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 
(Coopersmith, 1981) were administered as well as an importance measure o f the 25 FFM 
trait descriptive terms. Participants were asked to rate themselves along these 25 traits 
(“How would you rate yourself on the following characteristics?”) and then to rate the 
same 25 traits according to how important they were to them (“How important are 
different characteristics to your self-esteem?”). Consistent with previous research (Hoge 
& McCarthy, 1984; Marsh, 1986), global self-esteem was significantly associated with 
domain-specific self-esteem (i.e. personality traits). However, the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem was not moderated by the importance attached. 
As a consequence, similar to studies reported earlier, they failed to find supportive 
evidence for James’ (1890) differential importance idea and Rosenberg’s (1965) 
interactive hypothesis.
Taking into consideration all the findings, James’ hypothesis and later Rosenberg’ s 
(1965) assertion have received little empirical support. In most cases, domain-specific 
self-esteem has been associated with global self-esteem, independent o f individual 
importance ratings o f specific domains. In order to further explore the interactive 
hypothesis in this thesis, an idiographic measure o f importance will be used in the first 
study, where participants evaluate themselves on important and unimportant domains 
selected by themselves. Past researchers have focused solely on importance ratings of 
domains pre-selected by the researchers rather than on domains selected by the 
participants themselves. It is expected that an idiographic measure o f  importance that will 
be used in the first study will capture not only those domains that may be important to the
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individual, but also those domains that are central to one’s identity or definition of one 
self and therefore are more related to one’s global feelings of self-worth.
2.4 Conceptualizing the importance attached to particular domains of the self
Although the role o f importance placed by the individual upon specific domains of the 
self has already been underlined, what importance is, where importance comes from, why 
people differ regarding the importance they attach to specific domains and how this 
relates to self-esteem, needs to be further explored. The inability to find supportive 
evidence for the interactive hypothesis has led authors to make speculations about the 
ways in which a particular domain is important to an individual and how this may relate 
to global self-esteem. Although Rosenberg (1982) argued that importance is important in 
the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem, he extended the 
interactive hypothesis argument to include the selectivity hypothesis. The selectivity 
hypothesis argues that when individuals have a poor self-perception in a particular 
domain and thus believe that the domain in question has a negative impact on their life, 
one possible response is to acknowledge this negative impact in the particular domain but 
to attach little importance in order to maintain a positive view o f the self -  a view 
supported by Wells and Marwell (1976).
An alternative line o f research has proposed the third person account argument. 
According to this view, in order to understand the importance attached to particular 
domains o f the self one needs to take into account group and subgroup values. In 
particular, individual values are influenced by the values o f the group which individuals
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belong to (i.e. normative importance). Therefore, individuals are not free agents but 
rather group and subgroup values may ‘ force’ them to attach higher importance to some 
domains which they believe they have a negative impact on their life -  at some cost to 
their self-esteem. As discussed earlier, Hoge and McCarthy (1984) found little or no 
support for the interactive hypothesis. This led them to suggest that, at least for students, 
normative importance may be more crucial than individual importance in determining 
how specific domains o f the self relate to global self-esteem. Therefore, normative 
importance may help to explain how domains considered as unimportant by the 
individuals can still be related to one’s global feelings o f self-worth. For some self­
domains, individuals may not be free agents protected by external influences. Along these 
lines, Marsh (1995) argued that the interactive hypothesis has only been weakly 
supported by previous research because researchers ‘ failed’ to draw distinctions between 
normative (group/societal) and individual importance.
As already discussed, the role o f individual and normative importance and their 
relationship with domain specific and global self-esteem will be investigated throughout 
the whole thesis. In particular, the first study will investigate the normative and 
individual importance attached to domains as reported idiographically by the participants, 
whereas in the second study the role o f individual and normative importance will be re­
investigated in a domain pre-selected by the researcher. However, as will be discussed in 
the third study of this thesis there are different aspects o f the importance attached to a 
domain in question and there are also different ways in which a domain may be important
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to an individual. This suggestion will be examined with the aim to redefine the way 
importance has been conceptualized and further measured in past research.
2.5 Trait or state self-esteem?
As already noted, another line of research has examined whether self-esteem is a stable 
(e.g. personality trait) or unstable aspect o f the self-concept. Many researchers 
conceptualize self-esteem as a trait, which can be stable and which forms part o f an 
individual’ s self-identity (e.g. Rosenberg, 1979). On the other hand, it has been argued 
that self-esteem is not a well rooted personality characteristic but rather is a 
psychological state or a general feeling towards oneself and like other feelings can 
change from day to day depending on the situation (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991; Leary & 
Downs, 1995). Thus, self-evaluations can be context dependant and global self-esteem is 
determined by a variety o f social situations, contexts and everyday experiences. This idea 
has also been expressed by James (1890) who used the term ‘barometer’ to describe how 
levels o f self-esteem may change from one day and/or situation to another. This thesis 
will not examine the question o f whether global self-esteem is a stable or changeable 
aspect o f the self. Although the methods used in this thesis may be conceived as 
assuming that global and domain-specific self-esteem are traits (i.e. stable aspects o f an 
individual’s self-concept) this may not be necessarily so. Therefore, the question o f 
whether self-esteem is a stable or a malleable aspect o f an individual’s self-concept is left 
open and rather the main objectives o f this thesis center upon global and domain-specific 
evaluations of self-worth. However, the ‘trait or state’ debate has occupied a great deal of 
research in psychology and it is worth a reference. Furthermore, as will be discussed later
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on in this section, the role o f differential importance attached to domains (which forms a 
further objective o f  this thesis) has also been discussed in connection to the ‘trait or state’ 
debate.
Instability o f self-esteem can be defined as the extent to which particular everyday 
situations, events and experiences will cause fluctuations in people’ s global feelings of 
self-worth. These fluctuations can be both short-term and long-term (Rosenberg, 1986). 
Long-term fluctuations are associated with slow changes in one’s self-worth (e.g. as a 
result o f an intervention), whereas short-term fluctuations are associated with momentary 
changes in one’s everyday immediate feelings o f  self-worth (e.g. Hoyle, Kernis, Leary & 
Baldwin, 1999), Although both types of instability are likely to have important 
implications for psychological functioning, most research has focused on the short-term 
fluctuations o f  self-esteem and has measured people’s everyday changes in self-esteem.
Self-esteem instability as a result o f short-term fluctuations in people’ s everyday feelings 
of self-worth has been the focus o f research for several decades. Rosenberg’s 
conceptualization o f self-esteem assumes that self-esteem is a general attitude towards 
oneself and designed a 10-item scale to measure this attitude (Global Self-Esteem Scale; 
Rosenberg, 1965). In a review o f several studies, McFarlin and Blascovich (1981) 
concluded that the Global Self-Esteem Scale showed considerable stability over time and 
revealed high test-retest reliabilities. Therefore, it can be argued that if a self-attitude (or 
an attitude in general) is well established and strongly held, it should not be susceptible to 
short-term fluctuations. To measure the extent of these short-term fluctuations,
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researchers have obtained scores on Rosenberg’ s Self-Esteem Scale (1965). Participants 
are asked to respond on how they feel at that particular moment (rather than in general) in 
various occasions. Self-esteem stability is then measured by computing the standard 
deviation o f self-esteem scores across these various occasions with larger standard 
deviation indicating greater self-esteem instability (Kernis, Cornell, Sun, Berry & 
Harlow, 1993).
According to Rosenberg (1979;1986), individuals strive for self-consistency and although 
self-esteem can be modified, these day to day fluctuations are not permanent but rather 
revolve around a stable or typical self-esteem. However, research has shown that there is 
a between and a within-person variability in the extent to which their everyday feelings of 
self-worth fluctuate. For example, during one week, Savin-Williams and Demo (1983) 
asked eighth grade students to carry a paging device and complete a Beep Sheet at four 
specified times. Participants were instructed to complete a self-feelings questionnaire at 
each beep. Self-feelings were measured by the participants’ responses to a list o f 40 one- 
word-iteins that were taken from various self-esteem and identity scales (20 items 
described positive self-feelings and 20 items described negative self-feelings). The results 
from their analysis indicated that for some participants self-feelings did not significantly 
change across assessments (i.e. stable), whereas for others self-feelings showed 
significant instability. The majority (60%) o f the participants fell in the mid-range (i.e. 
self-feelings were neither particularly stable nor particularly unstable from one 
assessment to the next). The data further indicated that for 89% o f the sample, there was a
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moderate variation from one assessment to the next suggesting that fluctuations revolve 
around a typical level o f self-feelings according to the situation.
Although self-esteem instability may be related to people’ s everyday experiences in 
various contexts, one o f the reasons for the interest in self-esteem instability is related to 
the implications that it can have for psychological functioning. Kernis, Grannemann and 
Barclay (1989) argued that instability may be a personality trait associated with various 
psychological problems, including poor social adjustment, depression, anxiety and low 
satisfaction. Similarly, instability has been found to be associated with basing one’s self­
esteem on social sources for evaluation (e.g. reflected appraisals) and enhanced self- 
consciousness (e.g. Kernis et al, 1989). The negative consequences o f short term 
fluctuations in everyday feelings o f self-worth for psychological functioning have been 
assumed to be different for high and low global self-esteem individuals. For example, 
numerous arguments have been made associating stability and level o f self-esteem (i.e. 
high vs low) with experiencing anger and hostility (for a review see Kernis et al 1993). In 
a study by Kernis et al (1989), 45 male and female undergraduate students carrying 
paging devices, completed a stability o f self-esteem and self-feelings measure (adapted 
version used by Savin-Williams and Demo, 1983), the Global Self-Esteem Scale and a 
number of anger and hostility scales. They found that high self-esteem individuals who 
experience self-esteem instability show greater levels o f anger and hostility. In particular, 
unstable high self-esteem individuals reported significantly higher tendencies o f anger 
and hostility compared to stable high self-esteem individuals. On the other hand, stable 
and unstable low self-esteem individuals reported relatively average tendencies, greater
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than stable high self-esteem individuals but less than unstable high self-esteem 
individuals.
Following this study, Kernis, Grannemann and Barclay (1992) conducted a follow-up 
study with students at an introductory psychology course to test whether stability and 
level of self-esteem predict differences in attributions (i.e. making excuses in either a 
self-protective or self-enhancing manner). Stability and level o f self-esteem were 
measured a few weeks before their first exam in a similar fashion to their previous study. 
Then participants were separated into two groups. Those who received exam grades that 
were equal to or better than their lowest satisfying grade (as previously reported by them) 
and those who received exam grades that were worse than their lowest satisfying grade. 
After receiving feedback on their performance participants were instructed to complete a 
measure of excuse making. Findings revealed that unstable high self-esteem individuals 
compared to unstable low self-esteem individuals engaged in significantly heightened 
tendency to make self-enhancing excuses following success but not self-protecting 
excuses following failure. The authors suggested that participants high in self-esteem 
were either not very threatened by the failure, or that even though they were threatened, 
they did not engage in self-protective strategies. On the other hand, unstable low self­
esteem individuals engaged in relatively heightened tendency to make excuses following 
failure, but not following success, suggesting that they appear to make excuses in order to 
protect themselves from the negative impact o f  a poor performance. These results led 
Kernis et al (1993) to propose that in order to explore how self-esteem influences 
psychological functioning one needs to take into account both stability and level o f self­
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esteem because unstable self-esteem can have different implications for individuals with 
high and individuals with low self-esteem.
In a review o f their own past research on instability and level of self-esteem, Greenier, 
Kernis and Waschull (1995) found that correlations between stability and level o f self­
esteem were between 0.15 and 0.20, which led them to support the view that unstable 
self-esteem may not necessarily be related to the level o f self-esteem. Furthermore, they 
found no evidence that self-esteem instability is characteristic o f individuals with average 
self-esteem as compared to individuals with high or low self-esteem. Hence, they 
maintained that stability and level o f self-esteem are two distinct constructs. The inability 
to link instability and level o f self-esteem led them to suggest two additional factors that 
may be related to instability o f self-esteem. The first factor was suggested to be ego- 
involvement (i.e. the extent to which people question continuously their self-worth). For 
people who are ego-involved, Greenier et al argue that global self-esteem is highly 
dependent on how positively they are perceived by other people. The second factor was 
suggested to be lack o f knowledge about oneself (i.e. who one is, what one likes and 
dislikes, what one’s strengths and weaknesses are). Thus, lacking self-knowledge could 
lead individuals to depend on and, as a consequence be more affected by, specific self- 
evaluations, which will result in self-esteem instability.
Although the role o f the importance attached to domains has not been discussed 
extensively in the ‘trait or state’ debate, some researchers argue that ‘ importance is 
important’ in order to account for instability in self-esteem. Greenier et al (1995)
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suggested that: (1) the greater the importance attached to specific domains o f the self, the 
greater the instability o f domain-specific self-esteem; (2) greater instability in domain- 
specific self-esteem should result in more unstable global self-esteem; and (3) the 
interaction between greater importance attached to specific domains o f the self and 
greater instability in domain-specific self-esteem should result in greater instability o f 
global self-esteem. In support o f this proposition, Kernis et al (1993) found that people 
differ in stability o f  self-esteem. For example, those individuals who attach high 
importance on being accepted or over-relying on social standards to feel worthy (e.g. 
other people’ s love and approval) should experience greater self-esteem instability. In 
addition, they found a stronger association between domain-specific and global self­
esteem in individuals with unstable self-esteem, compared to individuals with stable self­
esteem.
Contrary to the Kernis et al (1993) study, Crocker and Wolfe (2001) found that anyone 
can have an unstable self-esteem but people have an average, or baseline self-esteem and 
their immediate feelings o f self-worth revolve around this baseline. Crocker and Wolfe 
attempted to apply the same pattern to domain specific self-esteem and proposed that 
domain-specific self-evaluations have a baseline and any fluctuations revolve around this 
baseline. Furthermore, they proposed that anyone could have unstable self-esteem if they 
experienced positive and negative events in domains o f greater individual importance. 
Supportive o f this view is the Crocker, Sommers, and Luhtanen study (2000, 
unpublished; see Crocker & Wolfe 2001, for details). In their study, a sample of 32 
college seniors applying to MA and PhD programs completed a measure o f contingencies
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of self-worth (designed by Crocker, Luhtanen & Bouvrette, 2001 -  reported in Crocker & 
Wolfe, 2001). As already discussed, this measure included domains such as family 
support, competition, appearance, God’s love, school competence, virtue and approval 
from others and assessed whether people’s global self-esteem is influenced by their 
behaviour or self-evaluations on each of these domains. In addition, participants 
completed a depression scale- and a list o f which graduate programs they had applied to, 
in order o f preference. Then participants completed - twice a week and any other day they 
received news from a graduate school to which they had applied -  a state version o f the 
Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg’ s Global Self-Esteem Scale as applied 
to current feelings; e.g. At that particular moment, I am inclined to feel that I’m a failure), 
and a measure o f affect. At the end o f the data collection phase, participants once again 
completed the contingencies o f self-worth scale and the depression measure. Results 
revealed that participants who scored high on the school competency domain had self­
esteem that was highly dependent on being competent at school (M = 5.5 on a 7-point 
scale). In addition, using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) they found that self-esteem 
increased more on days that they heard they had been accepted to the college they had 
applied to (p = .36, p < .04) and decreased more on days that they heard they had been 
rejected from the college they had applied to (p = -.41 > P < .001), the more students 
attached higher importance on being good at school. Furthermore, instability o f self­
esteem was greater for participants who attached high importance to being good at school 
(r = ,32, p < .06). Thus, Crocker and Wolfe (2001) supported the view that domain- 
specific state self-esteem fluctuates depending on the situation (e.g. successes and 
failures) and on the importance attached to domains of the self.
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‘Evaluating oneself: Self-evaluation processes and self-esteem
3.1 Introduction
Sedikides (1993) suggested that self-evaluation processes serve three motives: a) self- 
assessment, which is related to collecting ‘accurate’ self-relevant information either 
positive or negative, b) self-enhancement, which is related to collecting positive self­
relevant information and c) self-verification which is related to people’s need to confirm 
or verify what the already know about themselves. Hence, people engage in self- 
evaluation processes in order to know where they stand and feel worthy. The way people 
engage in self-evaluation processes has been discussed by various theorists such as 
Cooley (1902), Mead (1934), Festinger (1954), Albert (1977), Rogers (1951), and 
Higgins (1987). According to their influential theories, when people engage in self- 
evaluation processes they do not only ask themselves “How good or bad am I?” (domain- 
specific self-esteem). They also ask:
(a) How good or bad am I in comparison to the other people? (Festinger, 1954; social 
comparisons)
(b) How good or bad am I in comparison to how I was in the past and to how I will be in 
the future? (Albert, 1977; temporal comparisons)
(c) How good or bad do other people think I am? (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934; reflected 
appraisals) and;
(d) How big is the discrepancy between my actual and my ideal self-views? (Rogers, 
1951; Higgins, 1987; self discrepancy)
Chapter 3
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As suggested by various theoretical self-perspectives, when individuals engage in self- 
evaluation processes they mainly assess their worth on particular domains o f the self 
(domain-specific self-esteem) (James, 1890; Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 1979; 
Pelham & Swann 1989). Although different theorists propose that some self-evaluation 
processes have stronger associations with self-esteem than others, there are no studies 
that have explored the comparative strength of the relationship between different types of 
self-evaluation processes and self-esteem. Thus, one o f the main objectives o f this thesis 
is to compare the strength o f the relationship between different types o f self-evaluation 
processes and domain-specific self-esteem in domains o f differential importance to the 
individual. The literature on each o f these four main self-evaluation processes, their 
relationship with self-esteem and the rationale for including them in this thesis will be 
discussed in the next sections.
3.2 Social comparisons
An important source o f ‘ gaining’ self-relevant information is comparisons with other 
people. Based on this assumption, Festinger (1954) proposed a theory o f social 
comparison processes. The original conceptualization o f Festinger’ s comparison 
processes was mainly focused on self-evaluations by collecting information from, and 
about, other people on specific attributes or domains of the self (Taylor & Lobel, 1989). 
A basic proposition o f social comparison theory is that people have the need to evaluate 
and gain information about themselves and one o f the most effective ways to do that is 
comparing themselves with other people.
36
A basic element o f social comparison theory is related to the reference groups or people 
that individuals ‘ choose’ to compare themselves with and the impact that this evaluative 
information from comparisons with different referent groups has on people’ s self­
perceptions. The central proposition o f Festinger’ s theory related to the reference groups 
in people’ s social comparisons is the “similarity hypothesis,” which maintains that 
individuals prefer to compare themselves with similar others as long as they provide 
more ‘ objective’ standards for comparison (Wood, 1989; Kruglanski & Mayseless, 
1990). However, very often people may choose dissimilar rather than similar others to 
compare themselves with (Wills, 1981; Kruglanski & Mayseless, 1990) suggesting that 
who one chooses to compare themselves with depends on the motivations of individuals 
or groups, and these may vary as a function o f  situational, personality, and cultural 
factors.
In addition, Festinger (1954) proposed that people also prefer others who appear to be 
slightly better in the comparative attribute or ability than they are. This tendency has been 
called upward drive or upward preference or upward comparison. The reason for this 
preference is that people who are perceived to be better are thought to be most likely to 
provide useful information that can bring about improvement in the domain or attribute 
being compared. Therefore, people who are perceived to be better are likely to provide a 
platform for self-improvement and goals for the future (Buunk & Ybema, 1995, Taylor & 
Lobel, 1989, Wood, 1989).
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In one o f the hypotheses o f social comparison theory, it is suggested that the upward 
drive or tendency may not hold for some people in certain situations. For example, 
Gibbons (1986) proposed that individuals, instead o f trying to target others who would 
provide them with ‘ objective’ standards for comparison, may feel inclined to know 
something positive about themselves in order to protect their self-esteem. Hence, social 
comparison theory has been extended to include motives for social comparison other than 
accurate self-evaluation, including self-enhancement (e.g., enhancing one’s self-esteem 
by comparing oneself with others worse off -  downward social comparisons; Wills, 
1981), and self-improvement. As a consequence, researchers have explored the tendency 
o f people to select others who are perceived worse than themselves, and dimensions or 
specific domains which they feel that they are more successful or competent (e.g Affleck 
& Tennen, 1991; Taylor et al 1983, 1989; Wills, 1981). One o f the explanations for this 
downward tendency is based on the argument that individuals and/or groups whose self­
esteem is low may feel threatened by others who may be perceived as better off and, as a 
result, choose to avoid such people and engage in comparisons with referent groups 
perceived as worse than they are in the particular domain. In a review o f the relevant 
literature in this area Wills (1981) concluded that this downward tendency is most likely 
to occur when a person has experienced a decrease in subjective well-being. This is most 
common among people who feel worse off in those dimensions in which they wish to 
compare. Thus, they will choose to compare themselves with other individuals or groups 
who are worse off in the selected domain.
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The literature on self-esteem deals mainly with the direction o f comparison (i.e. whether 
one compares with a better or worse-off other). The theory on social comparison 
processes in relation to self-esteem maintains that people engage in social comparisons in 
order to enhance or boost their self-esteem (Jones & Regan, 1974; Samuel, 1973). Hence, 
the direction o f comparison is related to global self-esteem. However, there are opposing 
predictions about the nature o f the relationship. As discussed earlier, according to the 
downward comparison hypothesis, individuals low in self-esteem and particularly when 
self-esteem is threatened, will compare downward. However, Taylor and Brown (1998), 
in a review o f the literature on positive illusions and psychological well-being concluded 
that high self-esteem individuals are the most likely to engage in self-enhancing social 
comparisons. Collins (1996) reviewed several correlational and experimental studies 
which investigated social comparisons in relation to self-esteem. In this review it was 
concluded that studies which have used the rank-order paradigm or other experimental 
methods to test the effects o f imposed threat support the low self-esteem -  downward 
comparison tendency (e.g. Wilson & Benner, 1971; Friend & Gilbert, 1973; Hakmiller, 
1966; Wills, 1981; Smith and Insko, 1987; Baumeister et al 1989; Wood et al 1994). On 
the other hand, studies using a comparative rating method rather than experimental threat 
or false feedback have found opposite results regarding the direction o f comparison. In 
these studies, it was high self-esteem individuals who were more likely to make 
downward comparisons (e.g. Brown, 1986; Campbell, 1986; Wheeler and Miyake, 1992). 
Summing up the results from both experimental and non-experimental studies, it can be 
argued that downward social comparisons are observed in both groups, although these 
downward social comparisons serve different motives. Low self-esteem individuals will
39
use them in order to enhance their self-esteem in response to threat, whereas high self­
esteem individuals will use them in order to maintain their self-esteem. Collins (1996) 
concluded that putting together all the results o f previous studies, the association between 
social comparisons and level o f self-esteem remains inconclusive.
To sum up, it is suggested that social comparisons are important in providing individuals 
with necessary information on specific-domains and hence depending on their direction 
(i.e. downward or upward) will be related to a positive 01* negative domain-specific self­
view (domain-specific self-esteem). Although a lot o f research in social comparisons and 
self-esteem has focused on the direction o f comparison (e.g. low self-esteem related to 
downward social comparisons), the aim o f chapter four o f this thesis (study 1) is to 
compare social comparisons with different types o f self-evaluation processes (i.e. 
reflected appraisals, temporal comparisons, self discrepancy) with regards to their 
relationship with self-esteem. There are no studies known to the researcher that have 
explored the comparative strength of the relationship between different types o f self- 
evaluation processes and self-esteem. Depending on the type o f self-evaluation process 
explored in studies, authors tend to make assumptions about how the type o f self- 
evaluation studied compares to other types in terms of their association with self-esteem. 
As a consequence, there is the widespread assumption that social comparisons and 
reflected appraisals (which will be discussed in a later section) are the most relevant 
processes in the formation o f self-esteem (although there is no agreement about which 
type is more relevant), whereas temporal comparisons for example (which are discussed
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in the next section) have been viewed as playing a less important role in people’s self- 
evaluations. These assumptions will be tested in chapter 4 (study 1).
3.3 Temporal comparisons
A little more than two decades after Festinger’s social comparison theory, Albert (1977) 
argued that when people engage in self-evaluation processes they also compare their 
current selves to how they were at different points in time. Albert called this tendency 
temporal comparison or intrapersonal comparison. One of the basic hypotheses of 
temporal comparison theory is that in addition to its self-evaluative function, it helps 
individuals to maintain a sense o f identity and continuity over time, which in turn allows 
them to evaluate and adjust to changes (Albert, 1977). However, there is limited 
empirical research to document the use o f temporal comparisons (Brown & Haeger, 
1999). Similarly, temporal comparison as a self-evaluation process has not been 
researched in conjunction with self-esteem and as a consequence it has not been given 
attention in self-esteem theory. Hence, an objective of the present thesis is to take 
temporal comparison theory further and explore the importance o f temporal comparisons 
in relation to other forms o f self-evaluation processes in the formation of domain-specific 
and global self-esteem.
Wilson & Ross (2000) suggested that one reason for the lack o f research in temporal 
comparisons and self-esteem is that temporal comparisons were believed to be less 
important in people’s self-appraisals. This is illustrated in Suls & Mullens’ (1982) life­
span model, in which it is suggested that temporal comparisons are used when social
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resources for comparison are exhausted or when social comparisons are likely to lead to 
an unfavorable outcome. According to this model, the change from one stage o f life to 
another is accompanied by a change in self-evaluative comparison processes. 
Specifically, they proposed that temporal comparisons become more apparent, frequent, 
and important to self-evaluations in old age. At the first four steps o f the life-span (1 to 
65 years) people are proposed to engage mostly in social comparisons, whereas at a later 
stage (65+ years), as people’ s social environment is diminished and their physical 
abilities decline, temporal comparisons become more important (see also Suls, Marco & 
Tobin, 1991).
Subsequent studies on comparison preference in older adults have been contradictory. 
Robinson-Whelen and Kiecolt-Glaser (1997), when measuring comparison appraisal, 
rather than reported preference, found that social comparisons, but not temporal 
comparisons, were related to specific self-evaluations on important domains in both 
middle-aged and older adults. In contrast, Brown and Middendorf (1996) asked 
participants about their tendency to make comparisons, and found that temporal 
comparisons were reported more than social comparisons overall. While social 
comparisons were stable over three age groups (young, middle-aged and older adults), 
temporal comparisons increased with age. It should be noted that this study differed from 
most studies o f temporal comparisons in referring to group rather than individual 
comparisons. Finally, Heckhausen and Krueger (1993) found that older participants 
reported more declines than improvements in later life, although they reported fewer 
declines in themselves than in other older adults, Since older adults have the opportunity
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to recall past selves who were more able and competent than the present ones, their use of 
temporal comparisons may be more likely to be negative, but only if salient comparisons 
focus on dimensions in which some deterioration has occurred.
Temporal comparisons are likely to be an important aspect o f self-evaluation in groups 
other than older adults. Wilson and Ross (2000) found that in written self-descriptions, 
students made temporal comparisons (particularly towards more negatively-evaluated 
past selves) as frequently or more frequently than social comparisons, and argued that 
comparisons with past selves, especially in young people, tend to be more rewarding 
because in general skills tend to improve with age and experience. This is supported by 
Wayment and Taylor (1995) who found that students, when assessing their academic and 
social standing, preferred temporal comparisons with past selves to social comparisons. 
Similarly, Gibbons, Benbow and Gerrard (1994) found that students who received 
negative feedback on their academic performance increased their temporal comparisons 
with past selves.
The use o f temporal comparisons may therefore be an important part o f self-evaluation 
processes. When Rosenberg (1979) discussed the nature and principles o f global self­
esteem, he recognized that individuals may also compare themselves with standards other 
than “referent individuals” and “reference groups” . Such standards could include their 
past performance. Albert (1977), like Festinger, proposed that people have basic motives 
to evaluate themselves and to maintain a positive and consistent self-concept over time. 
These motives may affect the type o f information that is selected from memory
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(McDonald & Hilt, 1997). Conway & Ross (1984) found that people were motivated to 
perceive improvement in their abilities, particularly those abilities that they valued 
highly. Improvement was perceived even when their performance and skills had 
remained the same. More recent studies have illustrated tendencies to perceive 
improvement over time common in students, and younger and middle-aged adults (e.g., 
Ryff, 1991), even when no actual improvement has taken place, and that this is often 
achieved through derogation o f past selves rather than enhancement o f current selves (eg 
McFarland & Alvaro, 2000; Wilson & Ross, 2001). The tendency to engage in 
comparisons with perceived, or actual, worse past selves has been called downward 
temporal comparisons. This tendency, in association with positive self-representations, 
can create a sense o f personal growth (McFarland & Alvaro, 2000; Taylor & Brown 
1988; Taylor, Neter & Wayment 1995) and enhance self-esteem.
Such a tendency was not found in older adults, who reported mixed patterns o f decline, 
stability or progress depending on the attribute in question (Ryff, 1991). Similarly, in a 
study with people with AIDS, Taylor, Kemeny, Reed and Aspinwall (1991) found a 
mixture o f positive and negative changes reported, depending on the attribute in question. 
Positive changes were more likely in personal relationships and views o f the self, whilst 
negative changes were more common in terms of daily activities. Several authors have 
suggested that individuals who are confronted with a threat to their self-esteem, 
especially at times o f personal change, may try to avoid other types o f self-evaluation, 
and instead prefer to engage in comparisons with themselves in the past (Baumeister, 
Tice & Hutton, 1989; Gibbons et al 1994; Rickabaugh & Tomlinson, 1997). This might
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make self-evaluations more accurate, and provide richer information for assessing current 
attributes and deficiencies. Perceiving positive change is thought to be indicative of 
adjustment and to be one amongst multiple strategies people use to cope with a negative 
event (Taylor et al 1988, 1989).
In their Theory o f Temporal Self-Appraisal, Ross and Wilson (2000; Wilson & Ross, 
2001) suggested that people tend to make their current selves appear better by either 
derogating or enhancing past selves. In general, distant past selves are more likely to be 
derogated, whilst recent past selves are more likely to be enhanced, particularly for 
important attributes. In a similar way to Tesser’s self-evaluation model (1986), they 
suggested that people might also modify perceptions o f attribute importance and temporal 
distance in order to facilitate enhancement o f current selves. Tendencies to derogate 
distant selves might not be apparent, however, if the traits are seen as unchangeable, or if 
they are thought to indicate more long-standing moral flaws in the person. However, 
Ross and Wilson pointed out that there are other explanations for tendencies to perceive 
improvement over time. These include the existence of cultural theories o f change which 
suggest improvement is to be expected in certain contexts (e.g. in education or general 
improvement with age), the possibility that real improvement has taken place, and the 
possibility that people may become more objective with distance and hindsight.
Although temporal comparisons are often defined as thinking about how one’s present 
standing relates to one’s past standing, they also include how individuals think about their 
future. Wilson and Ross (2000) suggested that comparisons with possible future selves
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often represent hopes, fears and fantasies. In their studies, in which students wrote short 
self-descriptions, perceptions o f improvement in the future (upward future comparisons) 
were more common than perceptions o f decline. Ryff (1991) found similar results for 
young and middle-aged adults in a study using self-report scales on which people rated 
past, present and future selves. In contrast, older adults either expected decline or no 
change.
Future comparisons are similar to the idea of possible selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986), 
which are “the selves we could become, and the selves we are afraid o f 
becoming”(p.954). Unlike comparisons with the past, comparing the current self with a 
future self that is perceived as better, is usually not seen as threatening because possible 
future selves can be perceived as attainable, and can be effective in motivating behaviour 
and giving incentives for future courses of action (Markus & Nurius, 1986). According to 
Markus and Nurius (1986), many o f these possible future selves are the result o f social 
comparisons with better-off others that people would like to become like in the future. It 
appears, therefore, that when current self-conceptions are evaluated, individuals might 
not only go back to a past self to assess a present attribute, but they might also engage in 
comparisons with possible future selves that they would like to become. This approach 
suggests that how people look into and interpret their past, as well as how they envisage 
their future, can have a direct impact on their present self-perceptions, attitudes, and 
behaviour (Ryff, 1982).
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Although evidence on temporal comparisons and self-esteem is limited, the theory 
suggests that when individuals engage in past comparisons they tend to perceive 
improvement in their current selves. In addition, they also tend to perceive that they will 
keep on improving in the future. Taking into account this proposition, one could suggest 
that temporal comparisons have the potential to enhance self-esteem. However, this 
pattern may not be evident when different groups and different levels o f self-esteem are 
concerned. For example, Ryff (1991) found that this pattern does not hold for older adults 
as it might be difficult for this particular group to perceive improvement in the future. 
Even when it comes to comparisons with a past self some groups like older adults might 
not be able to perceive improvement in some domains of the self such as physical 
abilities or physical appearance. Similarly, Dinos, Lyons and Finlay (2005) found that 
people with schizophrenia may be unable to construct positive representations of their 
current identity as a chronic condition places constraints on the use o f temporal past and 
future comparisons. Unfortunately these studies and similar other studies that have tried 
to investigate the role o f temporal comparisons in older adults and in people with chronic 
conditions have not explored the relationship that such comparisons may have with self­
esteem. If one assumes that the relationship between temporal comparisons and self­
esteem can be as powerful as the relationship between social comparisons and self­
esteem, then one should expect that when some individuals or groups face some “real” 
constraints in engaging in positive temporal comparisons (e.g. when older individuals 
compare their present physical self to a past one), it should be related to low self-esteem. 
Thus, the use of temporal comparisons in different age and social groups as well as in 
comparison to other self-evaluation processes will be explored throughout study 1 and 2.
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People very often take into account other people’ s views in evaluating themselves and 
assessing their standing on an attribute. This is based on the notion that the self develops 
from social interactions and experiences that people derive from their social 
environments. Although the assumption that the self and society are inseparable and the 
former is a product o f the latter has been occupied philosophical and scientific thought 
alike for centuries, the social self was re-visited in the beginning o f the 20* century by 
the school o f thought known as symbolic interactionism (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934). 
Cooley (1902) who was one o f the first and most influential interactionists, developed the 
idea o f the ‘ looking glass self. He maintained that the self reflects one’s perceptions 
about how one appears to other people and therefore is constructed in reference to others 
-  resulting in the looking glass self. Cooley’s looking glass self consists o f three basic 
elements: how one imagines one appears to the others; how one imagines one will be 
judged according to how one appears to the others, and the feelings towards oneself as a 
result (Hewitt, 2002). According to Cooley (1956), interactions with people who one 
perceives as significant are important in the sense that one tends to imagine and further 
adopt significant others’ judgments of oneself. Although Cooley’s ideas present humans 
as passive recipients o f other’ s views and attitudes, he speculated that as people grow 
older, they become more active in directing their own behaviour and as a consequence 
they rely less on others’ opinions to regulate and monitor their own self.
Mead (1934), believed, similar to Cooley that the self develops from social experiences 
and through internalizing others’ perceived or expressed judgments towards oneself.
3.4 Reflected appraisals
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People view themselves the same way they believe significant others view them and 
derive their self-worth through internalizing others’ attitudes and judgments towards 
oneself. Therefore, they feel worthy when they believe others think they are worthy and 
on the other hand, feel unworthy when they believe others think they are unworthy 
(Coopersmith, 1967). However, Mead expanded the view o f the referent others in 
people’s reflected appraisals to include a generalized other. As opposed to Cooley, Mead 
believed that the extent to which the self is a ‘product’ o f society then both significant 
and generalized others are important in the way individuals view themselves (Shrauger 
and Schoeneman, 1979; Hoyle et al, 1999). As a result o f being a member of many 
different groups during one’s life, individuals form a picture o f how they are viewed by 
others in a particular context and then apply this picture to other contexts (Hoyle et al, 
1999).
In ‘modern’ psychology, the symbolic interactionist view o f the self is referred to as 
reflected appraisals -  what people think other people (significant and/or generalized) 
think of them. The amount o f work generated on this topic is voluminous and its 
relationship to self-esteem has been undisputable. The assumption that reflected 
appraisals from significant and generalized others can have a powerful effect on people’ s 
self-esteem has led researchers to investigate who this “other” is. Whose views are the 
most important and how the “other” in reflected appraisals is defined has been the focus 
of theoretical speculation and empirical work for several decades. Rosenberg (1979) 
argued that individuals differ in their choice of significant others. In most theoretical 
discussions and empirical studies, however, predetermined significant others are
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involved, where the researcher assumes which other is significant in participants’ lives. 
For example, studies have used a variety o f significant others such as parents (e.g. 
Sullivan 1953; Rosenberg, 1965, Felson, 1981), professors, classmates, spouses (e.g. 
Denzin, 1966; Felson, 1981), friends (e.g. Manis; 1955) and so on. On the other hand, 
when one talks about the generalized other the context is vaguer as it refers to the 
person’s perceptions o f the attitudes o f society. According to Felson (1993) the 
generalized other can be defined as individual beliefs or perceptions about how one is 
perceived or viewed by a particular group. However, it is unclear how extensive this 
group is. It could refer to the person’s immediate circle o f friends, colleagues and family 
or to people in general.
Although it is difficult to acquire empirical support on the notion o f generalized other in 
people’s conceptions, Rosenberg (1965; 1987) proposed that it is the opinions of 
significant others that are the most important and he attempted to investigate whether 
predetermined significant others are in fact real significant others. In addition, he tried to 
unpack the meaning o f  “significant other” and proposed that significant others can be 
significant to people for different reasons. In order to explore that he distinguished two 
sources or meanings o f significance: valuation and credibility. The former refers to 
someone that one cares about and whose view o f oneself matters, whereas the latter refers 
to someone that one respects. Someone’s opinion o f himself for example may be strongly 
influenced by what he thinks someone else thinks o f him, not necessarily because he 
wants this other person to like him but because he respects this other person’ s judgment 
(e.g. the view that a teacher holds o f a pupil). Conversely, someone might want other
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people to like one without necessarily believing in their judgment (e.g. the view o f a 
friend). In order to investigate the relationship between reflected appraisals o f significant 
others and global self-esteem, Rosenberg (1965) analyzed data from a sample o f 1,917 
children from 25 public schools o f Baltimore City and measured their global self-esteem, 
their reflected appraisals, their interpersonal valuation and source credibility. Reflected 
appraisals were assessed by asking participants: “Would you say your mother thinks you 
are a wonderful person, a pretty nice person, a little bit o f a nice person, or not such a 
nice person?” A similar question was asked about the teachers, the peers, and the father. 
Interpersonal valuation was assessed by asking participants to state how much they care 
about what their mother, father, teachers, peers, brothers and sisters think of them. 
Finally, source credibility was assessed in two ways. One question was: “Would your 
parents be mostly right, somewhat right, or mostly wrong in what they would say about 
you?” Similar questions were asked about their teachers and their best friend. The other 
question which assessed source credibility was: “Does your mother really know what you 
are like deep down inside?” The same question was asked for the father, brothers and 
sisters, friends and teachers. The results showed firstly that not all significant others were 
equally significant as the majority o f the participants (84%) cared very much about what 
their mothers thought o f them. On the other hand, the percentage o f participants who 
cared very much about what their peers thought of them was much smaller (30%). 
Secondly, the data showed that predetermined significant others are not necessarily real 
significant others as approximately a quarter of the participants reported that they do not 
care very much about what their mothers and their fathers think o f them. Furthermore, it 
was found that the relationship between reflected appraisals from mother and self-esteem
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was significant if the respondents cared much about what they thought their mothers 
thought o f them but non-significant if they cared little, or not at all. Regarding the rest o f 
the significant others, the association o f almost all o f them between reflected appraisals 
and self-esteem was stronger among those who cared about what these significant others 
thought (valuation) o f them than among those who did not. However, a pattern that was 
found in the data was that participants were likely to ‘ choose’ their significant others in 
self-enhancing manner (i.e. to boost their self-esteem). In particular it was found that 
respondents who thought that one o f their significant others perceived them negatively 
were much more likely to report that they did not care what they thought o f them. This 
strategy was not successful for all significant others, however. For example, those 
participants who thought that their mothers perceived them negatively did not report that 
their mothers’ opinions were not important to them. However, the rest o f significant 
others were chosen in a self-enhancing or self-protective manner. Regarding source 
credibility, it was found that the stronger the belief that the significant other was right in 
his or her judgment about oneself, the greater the relationship o f that perceived judgment 
with self-esteem. For example, for those who thought their teachers’ judgments o f them 
were right and who believed their teachers viewed them positively, self-esteem was high; 
if they thought their teachers viewed them negatively their self-esteem was lower. In 
addition, if they believed their teachers did not know what they were like ‘deep down 
inside’ , then self-esteem for those who thought their teachers viewed them negatively did 
not differ much from those who believed their teachers viewed them positively. 
Furthermore, Rosenberg (1965) tried to investigate whether there were any differences in 
reflected appraisals and global self-esteem between the black and white participants. Data
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from the study suggested that black children, similar to white children believed that their 
mothers, fathers, siblings, teachers, and peers viewed them positively, which led 
Rosenberg to conclude that positive reflected appraisals o f significant others is the most 
important reason why black children’s self-esteem was as high as that o f  white children. 
Other data from the same study showed that the vast majority o f black children reported 
feeling proud o f their race. This led Rosenberg to conclude that black children do not 
agree with the negative racial stereotypes that whites may attribute to their race and their 
self-esteem remains unaffected. Hence, it was concluded that the opinions o f significant 
others are more likely to have a powerful impact on self-esteem than the opinions of 
other people.
The view that reflected appraisals affect people’ s self-concept and global feelings o f self- 
worth led researchers to investigate whether there is congruence between self- 
evaluations, perceived evaluations of others (reflected appraisals) and actual evaluations 
of others (the actual views o f the others). However results have been mixed. Shrauger and 
Schoeneman (1979) reviewed all the studies that tried to demonstrate whether there is 
congruence between a) self-evaluations and others’ actual evaluations o f the person, b) 
reflected appraisals and others’ actual evaluations of the person and d) self-evaluations 
and reflected appraisals. With regards to self-evaluations and others’ actual evaluations of 
the person, studies reviewed involved a wide range of participants and significant others, 
and comparisons were made on concepts such as self-esteem, self-concept (Douce, 1970; 
Breslin, 1968; Fey, 1955; In Shrauger & Schoeneman) and competence (Alberti, 1971; 
Burke, 1969; In Shrauger & Schoeneman). Around half of the studies reviewed showed
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no significant correlations between self-evaluations and others’ actual evaluations of the 
person, whereas the rest o f the studies reported either significant but low correlations or 
mixed results. With regards to reflected appraisals and others’ actual evaluations o f the 
person, some o f the studies reviewed showed strong correlations (e.g. De Jung & 
Gardner, 1962; In Shrauger & Schoeneman), some showed mixed results (e.g. Walhood 
& Klopfer, 1971; In Shrauger & Schoeneman) and some others showed no association 
(e.g. Orpen & Bush, 1974; In Shrauger & Schoeneman). Finally, studies that explored the 
association between self-evaluations and reflected appraisals showed medium to strong 
correlations, which led the authors to conclude that self-evaluations are consistently more 
strongly associated with reflected appraisals regardless of what others actually think of 
the person.
A similar argument has been supported by Felson (1981b; 1981c; 1985) who conducted 3 
studies in order to investigate the relationship between self evaluations and others’ actual 
evaluations o f the person. In the first study, the subjects were school children (grades 4-8) 
and their peers (Felson, 1981c). The second study was longitudinal where school children 
(grades 4-7) and their parents and teachers were interviewed twice with a year interval 
(Felson, 1985). The questionnaires for both of these studies assessed self-evaluations of 
academic ability, physical attractiveness, popularity, and athletic performance. In 
addition, academic ability was assessed by grades and standardized test scores, whereas 
athletic ability was assessed by tests on basketball skills in the first study and by tests on 
physical fitness in the second study. Finally, in the third study the subjects were a college 
football team and their coaches. Athletic ability was also assessed by their performance in
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a game as well as their performance in general (Felson, 1981b). In addition, players and 
coaches were interviewed twice; once after a game and once after a film-feedback session 
a few days after the game. After controlling for the actual performance (e.g. test scores 
and grades), it was found that in these three studies the relationship between self- 
evaluations and others’ actual evaluations (rates of classmates and mothers) were 
moderate. Moreover, others’ actual evaluations were more highly correlated with each 
other than with the child’ s self-evaluations. These results led Felson (1993) to conclude 
that although there is a significant relationship between others’ actual evaluations, the 
relationship between self and actual evaluations is weak.
Taking together some o f the findings on self, actual and reflected appraisals, it can be 
argued that what people think other people think o f them is more relevant to people’ s 
self-conceptions than actual appraisals. For example, the Baltimore data showed that 62% 
of the children who engaged in positive reflected appraisals had high self-esteem, 
whereas only 20% of those who engaged in negative reflected appraisals had high self­
esteem, which led Rosenberg and Pearlin (1978) to conclude that reflected appraisals are 
more relevant to self-evaluations than actual others’ appraisals.
Felson (1989) suggested that the relationship between self-evaluations and reflected 
appraisals may be a result o f what has been called as a false consensus effect, which 
refers to the tendency for people to believe that others share similar views to their own. In 
addition, he suggested that students with good grades for example are likely to believe 
that they are intelligent and further assume that others who know o f their grades believe
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the same thing. In support o f this argument, Felson and Zielenski (1989) conducted a 
longitudinal study to examine the reciprocal relationship between global self-esteem and 
children’s reports o f how supportive their parents were. Participants were asked to report 
how often they received praise, attention, affection, and punitive behaviour. Controlling 
for self-esteem at time 1, they found that parental support predicted self-esteem at time 2 
for girls but not for boys. Global self-esteem also affected reports o f parental support, 
controlling for parental support at time 1. At time 1, these effects were just as strong as 
the effects o f parental support on global self-esteem. Hence, Felson and Zielenski (1989) 
concluded that children who have higher global self-esteem engage in more positive 
reflected appraisals by perceiving that their parents’ attitudes towards them are more 
positive, and they argued that low global self-esteem leads children to actually have more 
problems with their parents resulting in less parental supportive behaviour. In addition, 
Bohrnstedt and Felson (1983) examined the reciprocal relationship between global self­
esteem and popularity in children (as perceived by them). Using cross-sectional data and 
applying structural equation modeling they found that global self-esteem had a greater 
effect on self-perceived popularity than the other way around. These results supported the 
‘ false consensus effect’ as children who had higher global self-esteem engaged in more 
positive reflected appraisals. Finally, using the data from the cross-sectional studies with 
4-8 grade children and their peers (Felson, 1985) and a football team and their coaches 
(Felson, 1981b) that were described earlier, Felson attempted to find further evidence on 
the false consensus effect. The first study (1985) found a stronger effect o f reflected 
appraisals o f peers on domain-specific self-esteem (i.e. physical attractiveness), whereas
the second study (1981b) showed that the reflected appraisals o f coaches did not have a 
statistically significant effect on domain-specific self-esteem (i.e. physical ability).
To sum up, reflected appraisals are considered amongst the most important types o f self- 
evaluation processes in their relationship with self-esteem. In this thesis, reflected 
appraisals will be explored in relationship to other types o f self-evaluation processes in 
order to test whether self-evaluative information acquired from reflected appraisals are 
more powerfully related to self-esteem than information acquired from other self- 
evaluation sources i.e. temporal, social and self-ideal self comparisons. Empirical data 
from previous research suggest that it is mostly reflected appraisals from significant 
others that should have the greatest relationship with global self-esteem. However, this 
proposition has not been researched thoroughly mainly because as Felson (1993) 
proposed it is unclear how extensive this group is as it could refer to the person’s 
immediate circle o f friends, colleagues and family or to people in general. A few studies 
that asked respondents to rate how they believe they are perceived by other people in 
general (e.g. Miyamoto & Dornbusch, 1956; Quarantelli & Cooper, 1966) found that self- 
evaluations were related to reflected appraisals o f generalized others. However, with 
regards to whether the relationship between reflected appraisals o f  significant others and 
self-evaluations was stronger than the relationship between reflected appraisals o f 
generalized others and self-evaluations, the results o f these studies were contradictory. 
The relationship between reflected appraisals o f significant and generalized others and 
self-evaluations will be explored in the first study o f this thesis. In addition, the notion of
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the generalized other will be explored more thoroughly throughout the first and the 
second study.
Data from the Baltimore study (Rosenberg, 1965) suggested that although it is very 
difficult to escape reflected appraisals from significant others (i.e. what children thought 
their mothers thought o f them), when people do not agree with what they think other 
people think of them (i.e. source credibility), they may remain unaffected. This 
proposition will also be explored in the second study. In addition, although a line of 
research has tried to explore the relationship between actual and reflected appraisals, 
empirical data suggest that it is mostly reflected appraisals that have the greatest impact 
upon global self-esteem. Thus, this thesis centers upon reflected appraisals as perceived 
by the individual. A further proposition o f this thesis is that the relationship between 
reflected appraisals and self-evaluations may be mediated by public self-consciousness. 
In the next section, the concept o f public self-consciousness and its possible relationship 
with reflected appraisals and self-esteem is introduced. Research has shown that people 
who are high in public self-consciousness are more likely to rely on social or externally 
defined standards o f evaluating themselves (Kernis & Reis, 1984).
3.4.1 Public self-consciousness and reflected appraisals
The concept o f public self-consciousness was introduced by Feningstein, Scheier and 
Buss (1975) and is very much related to the ideas o f Mead (1934). Mead proposed that 
engaging in reflected appraisals is an aspect o f self-consciousness. Public self- 
consciousness, like symbolic interactionism, is related to what one thinks other people
58
think about one and especially about those aspects o f the self that are readily available to 
the eyes o f the others, such as physical appearance (Fenigstein et al 1975). In addition, 
public self-consciousness maintains that when in social situations individuals may be pre­
occupied with imagining how they appear to others. Along these lines, individuals high in 
public self-consciousness will focus their attention on how they are viewed by others and 
will be more sensitive to the reflected appraisals o f others (Feningstein et al 1975; 
Feningstein, 1979). On the other hand, individuals low in public self-consciousness, are 
less pre-occupied with how they are viewed by others and as a consequence their 
behaviour may be less affected by how they think other people believe they should 
behave (Carver & Scheier, 1985). These propositions emphasize the existence of a 
relationship between how publicly self-conscious people appear to be and how much they 
base their self-esteem on reflected appraisals from others. This reasoning suggests that 
the relationship between reflected appraisals and self-evaluations may be moderated by 
public self-consciousness in that the relationship between reflected appraisals and self- 
evaluations will be stronger for individuals high in public self-consciousness compared to 
individuals low in public self-consciousness.
Simmons and Rosenberg (1975) used data from the Baltimore study with 1,988 children 
from grades 3 to 12 to compare the ‘ self-images’ o f male and female children. Self-image 
was measured from scores on public self-consciousness, global self-esteem, perceived 
popularity and reflected appraisals. Public self-consciousness was measured on a 7-point 
Guttman scale (“If a teacher asked you to get up in front o f the class and talk a little bit 
about your summer, would you be very nervous, a little nervous, or not at all nervous”).
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Perceived popularity was assessed by asking the children whether popularity was a 
priority to them in comparison to independence and competence and children were 
separated between those who selected popularity as their first priority and those who did 
not. Reflected appraisals were assessed by asking children to indicate how much other 
boys/girls liked them and how much they cared about whether boys/girls liked them. 
Simmons and Rosenberg (1975) tested whether children who place highest priority on 
popularity might appear higher in public self-consciousness than those who did not. 
Controlling for sex and for the actual level o f popularity, they found that those children 
who selected popularity as their first priority were higher in public self-consciousness. 
However, their self-esteem was not significantly lower. In addition, they found that girls 
who believed that boys did not like them appeared higher in public self-consciousness 
and lower in global self-esteem. On the other hand, those who cared less or did not care 
at all appeared lower in public self-consciousness and higher in global self-esteem. They 
also found that among those girls who cared very much about boys, those who said that 
boys did not like them appeared higher in public self-consciousness and lower in global 
self-esteem in comparison to the girls who said boys like them pretty or very much. On 
the other hand, girls who said that they did not care about popularity with the boys had 
lower levels o f public self-consciousness and higher levels o f global self-esteem. 
Although Simmons and Rosenberg (1975) did not use Feningstein et al’ s (1975) public 
self-consciousness scale, their results suggest that reflected appraisals should be 
negatively related to public self-consciousness and could lead to a lower global self­
esteem. However, public self-consciousness was not tested as a moderator between 
popularity and global self-esteem.
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Although there is no other known to the researcher study that has directly tested the 
relationship between public self-consciousness and reflected appraisals, one can 
hypothesize a possible relationship from studies which have tested the effects o f public 
self-consciousness and perceived rejection or acceptance by a group. For example, 
Fenigstein (1979) conducted an experiment with 92 women to test women’s reactions to 
rejection and self-blame tendencies as a function of public self-consciousness. The 
participants held a conversation with two o f the experimenters and were either being 
ignored or encouraged to express their views in the conversation. Results showed that 
women high in public self-consciousness reported focusing considerably more on the 
conversation than women low in public self-consciousness and appeared more sensitive 
when they felt they were being rejected by the group. As a consequence they were less 
attracted to the group and less motivated to engage in conversation with them than 
women low in public self-consciousness. In addition, when women high in public self- 
consciousness were rejected by the group, they were more likely to blame themselves for 
being rejected than women low in public self-consciousness. A further finding o f this 
study that contradicts the findings from the study conducted by Simmons and Rosenberg 
(1975) is that amongst other psychological measures, participants completed Rosenberg’ s 
Global Self-Esteem Scale. However, global self-esteem did not correlate with the public 
self-consciousness scale, nor did it affect any o f the dependent variables and for that 
reason it was not included in the analyses. Although Feningstein did not discuss possible 
explanations for the inability to link public self-consciousness to global self-esteem, a
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main reason for the contradictory findings may be because the two studies differ in the 
scales of public self-consciousness that they used.
Scheier (1980), in order to find further support for the association between public self- 
consciousness and social interaction, conducted an experiment with 113 men to test 
whether men high in public self-consciousness would express moderate attitudes toward 
punishment than participants low in public self-consciousness in order to avoid becoming 
the focus o f the attention as a result o f expressing extreme views that would not be shared 
by the majority o f the group. Furthermore, Scheier tested whether participants high in 
public self-consciousness would express less extreme opinions when they thought that 
their partner would disagree with them. Results showed that the views expressed by 
participants high in public self-consciousness were more moderate than the views 
expressed by participants low in public self-consciousness. Regardless of whether 
participants high in public self-consciousness thought that their partner would disagree or 
not, the expectation o f discussing their views with another person made them adopt more 
moderate views. A further association has also been found between public self- 
consciousness and use o f make up in women (Miller & Cox, 1982), concerns for clothing 
(Lee & Bums, 1993), brand labels (Bushman, 1993), diet (Hamilton, Falconer & 
Greenberg, 1992) and avoidance of embarrassing situations (Framing, Corley & Rinker, 
1990). Finally, Striegel-Moore, Silberstein and Rodin (1993), in a sample o f eating 
disordered women, found that they were pre-occupied with how they were viewed by 
others and the expectations others may hold of them, both in terms o f physical
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appearance and at a more general psychological level, and this pre-occupation with 
others’ approval resulted in a greater sense o f public self-consciousness.
To sum up, compared to people low in public self-consciousness, people high in public 
self-consciousness place greater importance on social or public aspects o f their identity, 
which in turn can have direct implications in the relationship between reflected appraisals 
and self-esteem. Although Feningstein (1979) found no association between self-esteem 
and public self-consciousness findings from the Simmons and Rosenberg (1975) study 
suggest that it is probably through reflected appraisals that public self-consciousness has 
an impact on self-esteem. Hence, the role o f public self-consciousness will be re­
investigated in order to test whether: a) public self-consciousness is related to reflected 
appraisals and b) public self-consciousness moderates the relationship between reflected 
appraisals and self-esteem.
3.5 Self discrepancy
James (1890) suggested that self-esteem is amongst others the result o f the discrepancy 
between what one actually is and what one could ideally be. A number o f  theorists such 
as Rosenberg (1979) and Coopersmith (1967) have made similar suggestions. According 
to Rosenberg, self-esteem reflects the perceived discrepancy between people’s actual and 
their ideal selves. Hence, it is not only how good individuals perceive themselves to be 
that is important, but how good they ideally want to be as well. Similarly, Coopersmith 
maintained that self-esteem is a product o f domain-specific self-evaluations which are 
formed through discrepancies between real and ideal self-views.
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Hoge and McCarthy (1983) argued that the actual -  ideal self discrepancy is not useful in 
the conceptualization o f self-esteem. The evidence for that comes from a longitudinal 
study o f self-esteem carried out in 13 junior and senior high schools (N=1965). 
Participants completed four measures of self-esteem including Rosenberg’s (1965) and 
Coopersmith’s (1967) Global Self-Esteem Scales as well as a measure o f real domains of 
the self (e.g. domain-specific self-esteem) and their real-ideal self discrepancy on 9 pre­
selected domains (e.g. “ I am good looking” ; “ I am talented in arts and music”). Results 
showed that correlations between domain-specific self-esteem and the two global self­
esteem scales were stronger than correlations between self-ideal self discrepancy and the 
two global self-esteem scales. Thus, Hoge and McCarthy (1983) suggested that real-ideal 
discrepancy scores were not useful predictors o f global self-esteem as domain-specific 
self-esteem by itself is a stronger predictor.
More recently, Higgins (1987) expanded the ideas expressed by Rosenberg, Coopersmith 
and James and proposed the theory o f self discrepancy. The theory maintains that the self 
is derived by the interaction and interrelationship o f three basic self-domains: (a) the 
actual self (what one actually is currently), (b) the ideal self (what one would ideally like 
to be), and (c) the ought self (what or how one has to be according to other people or 
society). Hence, individuals evaluate their actual self in relation to their ideal and/or 
ought self. With regards to both the ideal and the ought selves, individuals compare their 
current self with their ideal and their ought self (Moretti & Higgins, 1990). Engaging in 
such comparisons can result in four different discrepancies (ideal-own; ideal-other;
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ought-own; and ought-other). According to self discrepancy theory, if there is a 
discrepancy between one’s real/present and one’s ideal self individuals will view 
themselves as unable to reach their ideal standards (ideal-own) or unable to reach the 
standards that they believe other people think they should reach (ideal-other), which will 
result in feelings o f dejection or dissatisfaction. On the other hand, when there is a 
discrepancy between one’s actual and one’s ought self, individuals will view themselves 
as having failed to accomplish important and ‘basic’ tasks or aims set to themselves 
(ought-own) or aims set to them by others (ought-other), which will result in feelings of 
guilt and worthlessness (ought-own) or fear and apprehension (ought-other).
Although the theory predicts that all types o f discrepancies can be associated with 
negative emotional states, the discrepancy between one’s perceived actual self and one’s 
ideal self has been found to be the most relevant to global self-esteem (Moretti & 
Higgins, 1990). Higgins (1987) and Moretti and Higgins (1987) argued that the main 
reason for Hoge’ s and McCarthy’ s inability to link self-discrepancy scores to self-esteem 
was that subjects were asked to assess their real and ideal selves on domains pre-selected 
by the experimenter that reflected positive attributes. These positive attributes might not 
be important or even relevant to participants and they suggested that this nomothetic 
approach may be the cause for Hoge and McCarthy’ s results. To test the relationship 
between actual-ideal discrepancy and self-esteem, Higgins, Bond, Klein and Strauman 
(1986) developed the Selves Questionnaire - an idiographic measure o f  self-discrepancy. 
The Selves Questionnaire asks subjects to report attributes that describe their actual, ideal 
and ought self and to rate the extent to which they believe they possess, wish they did
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possess, or feel they should possess each o f the attributes reported. The actual self 
attributes are then compared to the ideal and ought attributes to compute the degree of 
discrepancy between these different comparisons. In addition, participants are asked to 
report attributes that they believed their mother, father, and a close friend wished or 
hoped they possessed (ideal-other) and felt they should or ought to possess (ought-other).
Moretti and Higgins (1990) administered the Selves questionnaire as well as a nomothetic 
discrepancy measure that was designed and used by Hoge and McCarthy (1983) and 
Rosenberg’ s and Coppersmith’s self-esteem scales to 277 introductory psychology 
students. Amongst others they wanted to compare domain-specific self-esteem scores 
with self discrepancy scores in predicting self-esteem and compare scores from an 
idiographic measure with scores from a nomothetic discrepancy measure in predicting 
self-esteem. Moreover, they tested whether actual-ideal discrepancy would have a 
stronger association with self-esteem than the actual-ought discrepancy. The results 
showed that discrepancy scores obtained from the Selves Questionnaire (idiographic 
measure) o f the actual and ideal self were significant predictors o f self-esteem (both 
Rosenberg’ s and Coopersmith’ s), independent o f the relation between discrepancy scores 
and domain-specific self-esteem scores. On the other hand, discrepancy scores obtained 
from Hoge’s and McCarthy’ s (1983) nomothetic measure had a weaker association with 
self-esteem suggesting that an idiographic measure of self-discrepancy is more relevant 
to self-esteem than a nomothetic one. The results also showed that discrepancy scores 
between the actual -  ideal self were related to self-esteem. The same was not found for 
other self-discrepancies (e.g ought-own, ought-other, etc). According to Moretti and
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Higgins (1990) the main reason is that the actual -  ideal discrepancy is related to feelings 
o f dejection, dysphoria, and worthlessness, whereas the actual-ought discrepancy is 
related to feelings o f agitation and apprehension. Thus, they suggested that self-esteem 
measures (e.g. Rosenberg’s Global Self-Esteem Scale, 1965) tend to capture the 
emotional consequences o f actual-ideal (dejection-related) rather than actual-ought 
discrepancy.
To sum up, James, Rosenberg, and Coopersmith supported the view that self-ideal 
discrepancy is a useful construct in conceptualizing global self-esteem. Other researchers 
such as Wylie (1974) and Hoge and McCarthy (1983) stated that domain-specific self­
esteem is more relevant to global self-esteem than self-ideal self discrepancy scores. 
However, it can be suggested that actual-ideal discrepancy is an important self-evaluation 
process that people use in order to assess their self-worth on specific domains rather than 
on global self-esteem. The research in this thesis differs from that o f Hoge and McCarthy 
and Moretti and Higgins in that the relationship between self-discrepancy and domain- 
specific self-esteem will be compared to the relationship between other types of self- 
evaluation processes and domain-specific self-esteem. Therefore, a comparison o f self­
discrepancy with other self-evaluation processes (social and temporal comparisons, and 
reflected appraisals) will be made in order to test its usefulness in conceptualizing self­
esteem. Higgins (1987), Higgins et al (1989) and Moretti and Higgins (1990) suggested 
that an idiographic measure o f  self-ideal discrepancy is more reliable in predicting global 
self-esteem. This thesis will explore self-discrepancy and its relationship to self-esteem 
using both an idiographic and a nomothetic measure o f self-views. In particular, although
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this thesis does not aim to compare the two measures as such, the first study has 
employed an idiographic measure on which participants evaluate themselves, whereas in 
the second study subjects evaluated themselves on a pre-selected domain.
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Domain-specific and global evaluations of self-worth -  The role of self-evaluation 
processes and the importance attached to specific self-views
4.1 Introduction
As suggested by various theorists, individuals engage in self-evaluation processes to 
assess their standing on specific attributes of the self (domain-specific self-esteem; 
James, 1890; Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 1979, Pelham & Swann, 1989). Although 
researchers have proposed that some types of self-evaluation processes are more relevant 
to self-esteem than others, there is no research that has explored all these different types 
and compared the strength o f their relationship with domain-specific self-esteem. 
Research so far has either focused on the use of a specific type o f  self-evaluation process 
and its relationship with domain-specific self-esteem or on the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem in domains of differential importance. This 
‘division’ has not allowed researchers to compare the relative strength of different 
processes o f self-evaluation with domain-specific self-esteem. Furthermore, there is no 
research that has explored whether or not the relationship between self-evaluation 
processes and self-esteem is influenced by the importance attached to the domain in 
question. In agreement with Rosenberg’ s assertion (1979) an argument o f the present 
study is that domain-specific and global self-esteem are not equivalent or similar. 
However, it is proposed that although one is not the resultant o f the other, global self­
esteem is partly shaped by these self-evaluations on specific domains of the self. In 
addition, James (1890) and Rosenberg (1965) proposed that the greater the importance 
attached to specific domains the greater the relationship between these domain-specific
Chapter 4:
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self-evaluations and global self-esteem. However, a systematic review o f empirical 
evidence regarding the role o f differential importance is inconclusive.
A main objective o f the present study is related to the use o f self-evaluation processes in 
people’s self-appraisals. In a review o f the relevant literature in chapter 3, it was 
proposed that social and temporal comparisons, reflected appraisals o f significant and 
generalized others and self discrepancy are the main principles o f  global self-esteem 
formation. In the present study participants engaged in self-evaluation processes on 
domains that they have reported either as important or unimportant to themselves and 
they have also reported how positively or negatively they view themselves along each of 
these domains. The latter was used to derive domain-specific self-esteem. The use of 
domain-specific self-esteem thereafter refers to the sum o f the scores on participants’ 
self-evaluations on these domains and self-evaluation processes were explored in relation 
to domain-specific self-esteem.
In particular, with regards to social comparisons, empirical evidence suggests that 
individuals compare themselves with specific others in order to assess their standing on 
specific domains o f the self. Social comparisons with specific others have been viewed as 
one o f the most important determinants of self-esteem. Unlike reflected appraisals, which 
include significant (specific) and generalized others, social comparison theory assumes 
that individuals compare themselves with specific others. Probably one o f the reasons 
that comparisons with generalized others have not been addressed is because they are 
considered as less important in people’ s appraisals or because it is believed that a
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generalized other cannot exist in the form o f a specific referent group that individuals 
compare themselves with. The present study examined the role o f such social 
comparisons and further explored people’s preferred referent other for comparison. There 
are no other known studies that have attempted to explore whether individuals engage in 
social comparisons with a generalized referent group rather than particular groups or 
people. Therefore, this study will attempt to extend the theory o f social comparisons and 
investigate whether individuals engage in social comparisons with generalized others and 
whether such comparisons can be related to domain-specific self-esteem.
Along with social comparisons, reflected appraisals have been considered amongst the 
main principles o f self-esteem formation. Rosenberg (1965), for example, conceptualized 
reflected appraisals as being amongst the most important determinants o f global self­
esteem and he further stated that although reflected appraisals can include both a 
significant and a generalized other, the former has a more powerful relationship with self­
esteem than the latter. Although Rosenberg’s proposition may be true, this study will 
compare reflected appraisals from both significant and generalized others as well as 
explore the groups or people that individuals refer to when they engage in reflected 
appraisals. For example, previous studies have used putative significant others in order to 
test the effect o f others’ appraisals on the self. This study has left the question open and 
rather asked participants to report who this other is. In order to gain more understanding 
into how reflected appraisals are related to self-esteem, public self-consciousness was 
also assessed in this study. Following the review of relevant empirical evidence in 
chapter 3, there is reason to believe that reflected appraisals have a greater relationship
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with self-esteem for those individuals who appear higher in public self-consciousness and 
therefore may be more sensitive to how others view them.
As opposed to social comparisons and reflected appraisals, temporal comparisons have 
been widely underestimated, if not ignored, in people’ s self-evaluations. The main reason 
for this lack o f relevant research has been the fact that previous researchers have assumed 
that people would normally prefer to compare themselves with others and would only 
turn to temporal past comparisons when social standards o f comparison (i.e. other people) 
were not available (e.g. old age). In addition, temporal future comparisons have been 
considered less informative for present self-conceptions but rather as incentives for future 
behaviour. Although this study is not about comparison preference (as participants were 
‘forced’ to make social and temporal comparisons), there are no other studies that have 
attempted to test the relationship between temporal past and future comparisons and self­
esteem and further compare temporal comparisons with other types o f self-evaluation 
processes and their relationship with self-esteem. Finally, self-discrepancy has also been 
considered relevant to one’s self-esteem, with greater discrepancies associated with lower 
self-esteem and lower discrepancies with higher self-esteem. Although it is expected that 
self discrepancy will be related to self-esteem, an interest in this study is to compare its 
relationship with self-esteem with all the different types o f self-evaluation processes.
A further objective o f the present study is related to the importance attached to specific 
domains o f the self and their relationship with global self-esteem. James (1890) proposed 
that those domains on which individuals have staked their self-worth and therefore
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consider as more personally important should have a stronger relationship with global 
evaluations of self-worth than domains o f less or no importance. This hypothesis has 
been referred to as the interactive hypothesis (Rosenberg, 1965) and empirical evidence 
is mixed and contradictory. As discussed in chapter 2, most studies found that domain- 
specific self-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless o f the individual 
importance attached. A main difference o f the current study is that in all the previous 
studies participants rated themselves on domains pre-selected by the researcher, whereas 
in the present study participants were asked to indicate idiographically those domains that 
were important and those domains that were unimportant to themselves. The interactive 
hypothesis is therefore revisited with the aim of testing whether the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem differs according to the individual importance 
attached.
To summarize, the present study will explore and compare the strength o f the relationship 
between different types of self-evaluation processes and domain-specific self-esteem in 
domains o f differential importance. No other study has attempted to compare the 
relationship between different types o f self-evaluation processes and domain-specific 
self-esteem and further explore whether the way people engage in self-evaluation 
processes differ according to the importance attached. It may be that if a domain is 
considered as unimportant, individuals would not make the same ‘ effort’ to engage in 
self-evaluation processes and therefore the relationship between self-evaluation processes 
and domain-specific self-esteem differs according to the importance attached. Along the 
same lines, it may be that self-evaluation processes on domains o f  less or no importance
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are only moderately related to domain-specific self-esteem. Thus, self-evaluation 
processes on domains o f no importance may be less important or less relevant in people’ s 
self-appraisals.
In addition, a further objective is to explore the relationship between domain-specific and 
global self-esteem as a function o f the importance attached. Exploring the use and 
comparing the impact o f self-evaluation processes in domains of differential importance 
and further exploring the interactive hypothesis will add to scientific evidence on how 
global self-esteem can be best conceptualized and what are the processes through which 
self-evaluations on specific domains are related to global evaluations o f the self.
4.2 Summary of the objectives of the study
In summary, this study explored the relationship between social comparisons with 
specific and generalized others, temporal past and future comparisons, reflected 
appraisals o f significant and generalized others and self discrepancies and self-esteem. In 
particular it examined:
• Differences in the strength o f the relationship between self-evaluation processes and 
domain-specific self-esteem in important and unimportant domains
• The moderating role o f public self-consciousness between reflected appraisals of 
significant and generalized others and specific self-esteem in domains of differential 
importance
• The groups or people that people refer to when they engage in reflected appraisals 
and social comparisons
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Furthermore, this study explored the interactive hypothesis in domains o f differential 
importance and in particular tested the hypothesis that:
• Domains o f higher individual importance based on an idiographic measure have a 
stronger relationship with global self-esteem than domains o f lower individual 
importance
4.3 Method
Participants
The sample consisted o f 242 undergraduate and postgraduate students from three 
different universities in the South East o f England. Eighty seven participants were 
psychology students, whereas the rest o f the participants were biology (77), sociology 
(24) and media studies (54) students. Five participants were excluded from the sample as 
they did not complete the questionnaire. The following analyses are therefore based on 
the data collected from the remaining 237 participants. Of these, 65 were men and 172 
were women. The age range o f the participants was 18 to 56 years old (M= 25 years and 
SD= 6 years).
Procedure
Participants took part in the study either in groups or individually. The research was 
introduced as a study o f people’ s views about themselves. No details were given to the 
participants about the nature o f  the study or about self-esteem in general. Two thirds of 
participants were recruited during their course attendance, whereas one third were
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approached individually on the campus by the researcher and were asked to complete the 
questionnaire. Approximately 10 potential participants refused to take part in the study 
without giving a reason. In more than two thirds o f the cases (190) the questionnaire was 
completed in the presence o f the researcher. In addition, 100 questionnaires were either 
given with a SAE and participants were asked to return the questionnaire by post or hand 
in the questionnaire in a specified place. Out o f 100 questionnaires 52 were returned (just 
above 50% response rate). Participants were assured that the information provided in the 
questionnaire would be treated with the strictest confidence and that questionnaires were 
anonymous. Participants were also informed that they could withdraw from the study 
anytime without giving a reason. The completion o f the questionnaire took approximately 
30 minutes and in some instances exceeded 45 minutes.
Measures used in the questionnaire (see appendix li)
Participants completed a section asking them to identify up to 3 dimensions of 
themselves that they thought were important to them (important domains) and up to 3 
dimensions o f themselves that they thought were important to other people in general but 
not important to them (unimportant domains). Then participants completed (a) a social 
comparisons scale, (b) a temporal past and future comparisons scale, (c) a reflected 
appraisals scale, (d) a self discrepancy scale, and (e) a specific domain self-esteem scale 
for each o f the important and unimportant domains. Finally, participants completed 
Rosenberg’ s (1965) Global Self-Esteem Scale and Fenigstein’s (1975) public self- 
consciousness scale.
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• Important and unimportant dimensions o f the self Participants were asked to provide 
three dimensions o f the self that were important to themselves and three dimensions 
of the self that they thought were important to other people but not important to them. 
Participants were also provided with an example in order to help them. (e.g. “For 
many people physical appearance might be a very important dimension of 
themselves, whereas this dimension might not be o f great importance to yourself’)
• The Global Self-Esteem Scale is Rosenberg’ s (1965) 10-item measure. Participants 
were asked to indicate how much they agreed with each statement (e.g. ‘ I take a 
positive attitude towards myself, ‘All in all, I’m inclined to feel that I’ m a failure’) 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 
Negatively worded items were reversed to produce a single score.
• The Public Self-Consciousness Scale is a 7-item sub-scale from Feningstein et al’ s 
(1975) Self-Consciousness Scale. Participants were asked whether seven items were 
characteristic or uncharacteristic to themselves (e.g. ‘ I’m concerned about what other 
people think o f me’ , ‘ I’m self-conscious about the way I look’). A 5-point Likert 
scale was used ranging from “extremely uncharacteristic” to “extremely 
characteristic” to the self. The original scale consists o f 23 items. Only the items that 
measure public self-consciousness were used.
• The Social Comparisons Scale was designed for the present study and was comprised 
of two sections. In the first section participants had to provide the person(s) or 
group(s) they compare themselves with, along each o f the dimensions they had 
provided. They then had to rate themselves in relation to the nominated people. In the 
second section participants had to rate themselves in relation to other people in
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general. A 7-point Likert scale was used and ranged from “much better than the 
others” to “much worse than the others” .
• The Temporal Comparisons Scale was also designed for the present study. 
Participants indicated if they are better 01* worse at present in relation to how they 
were in the past and in relation to how they thought they will be in the future, on the 
dimensions they had provided. A 7-point Likert scale was used and ranged from 
“much better than I was in the past” to “much worse than I was in the past” for the 
temporal past comparisons. Similarly, a 7-point scale was used for the temporal future 
comparisons ranging from “much better than I am now” to “much worse than I am 
now” .
• The Reflected Appraisals Scale was designed for the present study and was comprised 
of two sections. In the first section participants had to state the person(s) or group(s) 
whose judgment o f them was very important to them, along each o f the domains they 
had provided. They then had to indicate how they thought these people viewed them. 
In the second section participants had to indicate how they thought people in general 
viewed them. The scale for both sections ranged from “extremely positively” to 
“ extremely negatively” . An 8-point Likert scale was used, with the 8th point being “I 
don’t know”
• S elf- Ideal Self Discrepancy Scale. This scale was used in Pelhams’ and Swans’ self­
attributes questionnaire (1989). Participants rated the discrepancy between their 
actual and ideal self-views on the dimensions they provided on a 7-point Likert scale 
ranging from “very short o f my ideal self’ to “much better than my ideal self’
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• Specific Self-Esteem Scale. In this section participants were asked to indicate how 
they viewed themselves along each o f the important and the unimportant dimensions. 
Their answers were based on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “extremely 
positively” to “extremely negatively” .
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Coding o f qualitative data
Prior to data entry, several open ended questions had to be coded. The first question was 
open ended and was asking participants to report up to 3 important and up to 3 
unimportant domains o f themselves. General thematic categories were created in order to 
code the domains. For example, domains such as social interaction, social circle, and 
friends were coded under the general category o f social life. In total, 19 general 
categories were created (see Table 1). When the categories were defined, around 40% of 
the domains were given to another rater to classify them in order to check inter-rater 
reliability (see Table 1 for Cohen’s Kappa values).
4.4 Results
4.4.1 Variable creation, overall scale creation and data screening
Table 1Description of category/domain formationDomains/Categories Coded items Cohen’sKappa
Physical appearance Appearance, physical appearance, being good-looking, thinness, being 
beautiful, physical beauty
1.00
Social life Social life, friends, social circle, social interaction .94Academic abilities Academic abilities, being a good student, education 1.00Financial/money Money, financial background, being well-off, being rich, spending money, materialism
.95
Work/career Work, career, having good job, professional career 1.00
Personal qualities Character, honesty, sense of humor, confidence, being romantic, will of power, being caring, strength of character, morality, self-achievement
.86
Status Status, social status, prestige, self-importance, social class, authority .89
Social skills Social skills, social abilities .87Physical abilities Physical abilities, being good at sports, being sporty, disability 1.00
Conformity Conformity, being socially accepted, political correctness .83
Well-being Well-being, health, emotional health, physical health, mental health .90
Style Style, clothes, hair-style, brand clothes, fashion .82Intelligence Intelligence, IQ, knowledge 1.00
Specific abilities Singing, artistic ability, creativity, being practical .83Family Family, parents, siblings, brothers and sisters, children, husband-wife relationship
1.00
Culture Culture, civilization 1.00Religion Religion, Christianity, God, believing in God, being religious 1.00
Spirituality Spirituality, intellectualism, being philosophical, individuality, inner tranquility, 
aesthetics
1.00
Fame Fame, being a celebrity 1.00
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The same coding categories were used for both important and unimportant domains 
because the same dimensions were reported for some participants as important and for 
some others as unimportant (e.g. money). No difficulties arose with the classification of 
the domains as in the vast majority of the cases participants used the terminology that can 
be seen in table 1. It has to be noted that some categories which might have been merged 
to form one category were left separated because participants identified them as different 
domains. For example, sometimes the same participant reported both social life and 
social skills as separate important domains. In addition, although style could be put into 
the physical appearance category, the same participant often identified them as two 
different domains. Inter-rater reliability using the Cohen’s Kappa formula was very good 
(< .80) or excellent (< .90) for all categories.
Derived variables
All the questions in the questionnaire were based on the 3 important and the 3 
unimportant dimensions that participants had provided at the beginning o f the 
questionnaire. For that reason, important and unimportant scores were summed separately 
in order to create the variables. Thus, scores on the first 3 dimensions were summed for 
each question and put under the ‘ important to the individual’ category and the second 3 
dimensions were summed for each question and put under the ‘unimportant to the 
individual’ category. More specifically:
• The social comparisons section was separated into two subsections. In the first 
section participants had to compare themselves to specific people and groups that 
they had provided. This section was named social comparisons with specific others
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(SSC). These were further separated into social comparisons with specific others in 
the important and the unimportant domains. In the second section o f the question 
participants had to compare themselves with society in general (GSC). This section 
was then separated into general social comparisons on the important and general 
social comparisons on the unimportant domains. Higher values indicate downward 
social comparisons (i.e. better than the others on the compared domain)
• The temporal comparisons section was separated into two subsections. The first 
section involved temporal-past comparisons (TPC). The sum o f the scores on the first 
3 dimensions formed the temporal comparisons on the important domains variable 
and the sum o f the scores on the second 3 dimensions formed the temporal 
comparisons on the unimportant domains. Higher values indicate downward temporal 
past comparisons (i.e. present self better than a past one on the compared domain). 
The second section o f the temporal comparisons question involved comparisons with 
future selves (TFC). The sum o f the scores on the first 3 (important) and the sum of 
the scores on second three (unimportant) dimensions formed two separate variables. 
Higher values indicate upward temporal future comparisons (i.e. present self worse 
than a future one on the compared domain).
• The reflected appraisals section was separated in two subsections. In the first section 
participants were asked to report specific persons or groups whose judgment was very 
important to them on both the important and unimportant dimensions and then they 
were asked to report how they thought these specific persons/groups viewed them. 
Two variables, reflected appraisals o f significant others (RAsi) on the important and 
on the unimportant dimensions were created from the sums o f the scores. In the
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second section o f the question, participants reported how they thought they were 
viewed by society in general along the important and the unimportant dimensions 
(RAge). The sum o f the scores on the first 3 (important) and the sum o f the scores on 
the second 3 (unimportant) dimensions formed two variables. Higher values indicate 
more positive reflected appraisals.
• The self discrepancy (SID) section formed two variables. The sum o f the scores on 
the first 3 important domains formed the self discrepancy on the important domains 
and the sum o f the scores on the second 3 unimportant dimensions formed the self 
discrepancy on the unimportant domains.
•  Domain-specific self-esteem (DSSE) was the last section where participants reported 
how they viewed themselves along the important and the unimportant domains that 
they had provided. Two variables were formed from this question from the sum o f the 
scores on the important and the unimportant domains. The first variable was domain- 
specific self-esteem in the important domains and the second was domain-specific 
self-esteem in the unimportant domains. Higher values indicate higher domain- 
specific self-esteem.
• As noted earlier, Rosenbergs’ Global Self-Esteem Scale (GSE, 1965) was included in 
the questionnaire. Initially, negatively worded items were reversed so all items were 
worded so that higher item scores indicate a higher global self-esteem. Then all the 10 
items were summed to create an overall global self-esteem score.
• Scores on the 7 items o f  the Public Self-Consciousness Scale (.PSC; Feningstein, 
1975) were summed to create an overall public self-consciousness scale. Higher 
scores in all the items represented greater public self-consciousness.
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After the variable creation and prior to analysis, all the variables were examined for 
skewness, normality, and linearity. No transformations were necessary. In total, there 
were 18 variables used for the analysis.
Table 2Number of participants, mean values, standard deviations, range and reliabilities of the variables of the analysis__________________________________________________
Self-evaluations N Mean Std.Deviation Range Scalerange Alpha
Global self-esteem 237 37.01 6.41 30 10-50 .85
Public self-consciousness 237 24.89 4.92 28 7-35 .82Self-evaluation processes on important domains
Specific social comparisons 232 12.40 2.50 16 3-21 n/a
General social comparisons 231 14.32 2.45 14 3-21 n/aPast comparisons 237 15.20 2.80 13 3-21 n/aFuture comparisons 237 16.13 2.62 13 3-21 n/a
Reflected appraisals of sig 233 16.04 2.66 14 3-21 n/aReflected appraisals of gen 234 15.59 2.91 23 3-21 n/aSelf discrepancy 235 9.11 2.64 17 3-21 n/aDomain-specific self-esteem 235 15.00 2.96 15 3-21 n/a
Self-evaluation processes on unimportant domains
Specific social comparisons 227 10.37 3.37 18 3-21 n/aGeneral social comparisons 228 11.36 3.31 19 3-21 n/aPast comparisons 233 12.21 3.11 20 3-21 n/a
Future comparisons 233 13.68 2.96 17 3-21 n/aReflected appraisals of sig 228 12.51 3.65 18 3-21 n/a
Reflected appraisals of gen 231 12.46 3.39 19 3-21 n/aSelf discrepancy 234 8.77 2.76 15 3-21 n/aDomain-specific self-esteem 234 11.90 3.19 18 3-21 n/a
Table 2 shows the variables, the number o f participants who had a score for each 
variable, the mean values, standard deviations, the range obtained in the sample and the 
total range o f the scale. Alpha co-efficients were calculated for global self-esteem and 
public self-consciousness scales only. The rest o f the variables are indices o f the sum of 
scores on different domains o f the self. It is not assumed that self-evaluation processes on 
different domains are inter-correlated and for that reason reliability tests were not 
suitable. For example, participants might have indicated that physical appearance and 
social life were important domains o f themselves. However, there is no reason to expect
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that participants’ responses on different domains o f the self would be related to each 
other. Therefore, the composite variables o f important and unimportant domains are used 
as indices o f an overall view on participant’ s self-evaluations on important and important 
domains.
4.4.2 Testing the interaction effect between self-evaluation processes on the important 
and the unimportant domains
As described in the introduction, an interest in this study was to test individuals’ self- 
evaluation processes in domains o f differential importance and further test whether 
individuals differ in the use o f self-evaluation processes as a function o f the importance 
attached to the domains. In order to test differences in participants’ self-evaluation 
processes according to importance a one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted on 
self-evaluation processes and domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains and 
the unimportant domains. The means and standard deviation for self-evaluation and 
domain-specific self-esteem scores are presented in Table 2 in the previous section.
The results for the ANOVA indicated a significant effect as a function o f importance, 
Wilks’ A = .11, F(15, 201)=117.7, p ~ 0, multivariate q2 -  .90. The multivariate q2 
indicated that 90% o f multivariate variance of the variables is associated with 
importance. Therefore, there is a significant difference in participants’ self-evaluation 
processes depending on the importance attached to the domain o f the self. Paired-samples 
t-test revealed that with the exception o f self discrepancy, mean scores on self-evaluation 
processes and domain-specific self-esteem differed significantly according to the 
importance attached (p~0; see appendix lii for paired samples t-test table). In particular,
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looking at mean scores in table 2, self-evaluation processes and domain-specific self­
esteem on the important domains were significantly higher than on the unimportant 
domains suggesting that participants engaged in more positive self-evaluation processes 
and appeared higher in domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains. Although 
the trend was the same with regards to self discrepancy, the difference was not significant 
suggesting that self discrepancy does not differ as a function o f importance.
4.4.3 Testing the relationship between the different types of self-evaluation processes 
and domain-specific self-esteem in domains of differential importance
As described in the introduction o f this chapter a main objective o f this study was to test 
and compare the relationship between all the different types o f self-evaluation processes 
with domain-specific self-esteem in domains of differential importance. This analysis 
was performed by conducting regression analyses. Regression analyses were conducted 
for the important domains and the unimportant domains separately. Exclude cases 
listwise was selected for missing values.
Important domains
In order to test the relationship between all the different types o f self-evaluation 
processes and domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains, a regression using 
the Enter method was performed. The set o f predictors (IVS) that were used in the 
analysis were social comparisons with specific and generalized others, temporal past and 
future comparisons, reflected appraisals o f significant and generalized others, and self 
discrepancy on the important domains. Domain-specific self-esteem was the dependent 
variable. The results are presented in table 4:
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Table 3Inter-relationship between self-evaluation processes on the important domains (Pearson’s correlations)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Specific social comparisons - .549** .081 -.066 .329** .380** .259**
General social comparisons .549** - .137* .023 .347** .504** .178**
Temporal-past comparisons .081 .137* - .319** .218** .256** .148*
Temporal-future comparisons -.066 .023 .319** - .056 .072 .014
Reflected appraisals of sig others .329** .347** .218** .056 - .434** .134*
Reflected appraisals of gen others .380** .504** .256** .072 .434** - .139*
Self discrepancy .259** .178** .148* .014 .134* .139* -
** p< .001 *p< .005
Table 4Regression of domain-specific self-esteem on self-evaluation processes on the important domains
IVs** Standardizedbeta
T Sig Zero-ordercorrelations
Specific social comparisons .108 1.878 .062 .460*
General social comparisons .239 4.010 ~0 .545*Temporal-past comparisons .160 3.136 .002 .330*Temporal-future comparisons -.032 -.662 .509 .052
Reflected appraisals of sig others .093 1.753 .081 .401*Reflected appraisals of gen others .286 4.939 ~0 .569*
Self discrepancy .268 5.572 ~0 .406*
F(7, 216) = 36.4, R=.736, R2=.541, Adj R*=.527, p ~ 0
* p< .001 ** Dependent variable: Domain-specific self-esteem
R for regression was significantly different from zero [F(7, 216)=36.4, p ~ 0]. Out of 
seven predictor variables four o f them were significant in the prediction of domain- 
specific self-esteem on the important domains. The significant predictors were social 
comparisons with generalized others, temporal past comparisons, reflected appraisals of 
generalized others and self discrepancy. Looking at the standardized coefficients, 
reflected appraisals o f generalized others had the greatest effect upon domain-specific 
self-esteem (b=.286, p ~ 0), followed by self discrepancy (b=.268, p ~0), social 
comparisons with generalized others (b=.239, p ~ 0) and finally temporal past 
comparisons (b=.160, p < .005). Social comparisons with specific others, temporal future 
comparisons and reflected appraisals o f significant others were not significant in the 
prediction o f domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains. Zero-order
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correlation results show that with the exception o f temporal future comparisons, all the 
variables were significantly related to domain-specific self-esteem at the p < .001. 
Finally, all the variables accounted for 54% o f the variability in domain-specific self­
esteem.
Unimportant domains
The same regression analysis was performed for the unimportant domains. For this 
analysis, social and temporal comparisons, reflected appraisals and self discrepancy on 
the unimportant domains were the independent variables. Domain-specific self-esteem on 
the unimportant domains was the dependent variable. The results are presented in table 6 
below:
Table 5Inter-relationship between self-evaluation processes on the unimportant domains (Pearson’s correlations)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Specific social comparisons - .723** .469** .428** .490** .566** .478**
General social comparisons .723** .407** .428** .490** .566** .478**
Temporal-past comparisons .469** .407** .632** .461** .442** .407**
Temporal-future comparisons .428** .443** .632** - .424** .478** .231**
Reflected appraisals of sig others .490** .490** .461** .424** .613** .268**
Reflected appraisals of gen others .566** .687** .442** .478** .613** .426**
Self discrepancy .478** .405** .407** .231** .268** .426** -
** p< .001
Table 6Regression of domain-specific self-esteem on self-evaluation processes on the unimportant domains
IVs** Standardized T Sig Zero-orderbeta correlations
Specific social comparisons .248 3.674 ~0 .656*
General social comparisons .083 1.127 .261 .604*
Temporal-past comparisons .211 3.468 .001 .574*Temporal-future comparisons -.003 -.059 .953 .457*Reflected appraisals of sig others .082 1.396 .164 .486*
Reflected appraisals of gen others .189 2.741 .007 .621*Self discrepancy .208 3.921 ~0 .553*
F(7, 210) = 44.6, R=.773, R*=.598, Adj R2=.584, p ~ 0
* p < .001 ** Dependent variable: Domain-specific self-esteem
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R for regression was significantly different from zero [F(7, 210)=44.6, p ~ 0]. Out of 
seven predictor variables four o f them were significant in the prediction o f domain- 
specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains. The significant predictors were social 
comparisons with specific others, temporal past comparisons, reflected appraisals o f 
generalized others and self discrepancy. Looking at the standardized coefficients, social 
comparisons with specific others had the greatest effect upon domain-specific self-esteem 
(b=.248, p ~ 0), followed by temporal past comparisons (b=.211, p < .001), self 
discrepancy (b=.208, p ~ 0) and finally reflected appraisals of generalized others (b=.189, 
p < .01). Social comparisons with generalized others, temporal future comparisons and 
reflected appraisals o f significant others were not significant in the prediction o f domain- 
specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains. Zero-order correlation results show that 
all the variables (including temporal future comparisons) were significantly related to 
domain-specific self-esteem. Finally, all the variables accounted for 60% of the 
variability in domain-specific self-esteem.
To sum up, the relationship between self-evaluation processes and domain-specific self­
esteem on the important and the unimportant domains were somewhat similar. In 
particular, temporal past comparisons, reflected appraisals o f generalized others and self 
discrepancy were related to domain specific self-esteem for both important and 
unimportant domains. Similarly, temporal future comparisons and reflected appraisals of 
significant others were not significant in the prediction of domain-specific self-esteem for 
both important and unimportant domains. A main difference was detected in the use of 
social comparisons. Social comparisons with specific others were significant in the
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prediction o f domain-specific self-esteem in the unimportant domains, whereas social 
comparisons with generalized others were significant in the prediction o f domain-specific 
self-esteem in the important domains suggesting that the social comparisons on domains 
o f differential importance differ according to the referent groups in participant’ s social 
comparisons. However, looking at inter-correlations between social comparisons it can be 
seen that the specific and general social comparisons were strongly related. In addition, 
correlations between social comparisons and domain-specific self-esteem were 
significant for both specific and generalized others. Therefore, the result may not 
necessarily be a product o f differences in social comparisons according to the referent 
group, but rather on the effect o f inter-correlations on the power o f the test used (i.e. 
regression). In addition, zero-order correlations between future comparisons and domain- 
specific self-esteem were non-significant in the important domains but were significant in 
the unimportant domains suggesting that how participants view themselves now is related 
to how they believe they will be in the future. Finally, R2 was somewhat similar for both 
important and unimportant domains. In particular, self-evaluation processes accounted 
for 53% and 58% o f the variability in domain-specific self-esteem on the important and 
unimportant domains respectively.
4.4.4 Testing the moderating role of public self-consciousness in the relationship 
between reflected appraisals and domain-specific self-esteem
As described in the introduction o f this chapter a further aim o f this study was to explore 
whether public self-consciousness moderates the relationship between reflected 
appraisals and domain-specific self-esteem in domains o f differential importance. This
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was tested between reflected appraisals o f significant and of generalized others and 
domain-specific self-esteem on the important and the unimportant domains separately. 
Following the guidelines o f Baron and Kenny (1986) as well as o f Jaccard, Turrisi and 
Wan (1990) on testing for moderating effects, all predictor and moderator variables were 
centered (by subtracting the mean from the scores) and the interaction o f  each predictor 
variable with the moderator variable was calculated. As Jaccard et al (1990) suggested 
moderating effects are difficult to trace in relatively small samples. For this reason each 
moderator variable was tested separately. In particular, the interaction variable as well as 
both variables that constituted the interaction variable were entered as independent 
variables in a regression equation. The dependent variable was domain-specific self­
esteem. The results o f the moderating analyses are presented in the tables below:
Table 7
Public self-consciousness as a moderator between reflected appraisals of significant and generalized others and domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains_____________________
I Vs* Standardized T Sig Zero-orderbeta correlationsPublic self-consciousness (PSC) -.140 -2.307 .022 -.138
Reflected appraisals of sig others (RAsi) .399 6.583 ~0 .401
PSC X RAsi .042 .695 .488 .041
F(3,223) = 16.4,R=.425,R^.181, Adj RJ=.170, p ~0
Public self-consciousness (PSC) -.140 -2.590 .010 -.159
Reflected appraisals of gen others (RAge) .570 10.439 ~0 .569PSC X RAge -.023 -.422 .674 .063
F(3,228) = 40.1, R=.588, R2=.345, Adj R2=.337, p ~ 0
* Dependent variable: Domain-specific self-esteem
Table 8Public self-consciousness as a moderator between reflected appraisals of significant and generalized
others and domain-specific self-esteem onthe unimportant domains
I Vs* Standardized T Sig Zero-orderbeta correlations
Public self-consciousness (PSC) -.186 -3.183 .002 -.124
Reflected appraisals of sig others (RAsi) .501 8.748 ~0 .486PSC X RAsi .123 2.116 .035 .086
F(3,222) = 28.3, R=.526, R2=.277, Adj R2=.267, p ~ 0
Public self-consciousness (PSC) -.122 -2.321 .021 -.122
Reflected appraisals of gen others (RAge) .618 11.962 ~0 .621
PSC X RAge .054 1.024 .307 .053
F(3,225) = 50.3, R=.634,RJ=.401, Adj RJ=.393, p ~0
* Dependent variable: Domain-specific self-esteem
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As table 7 shows the interaction between public self-consciousness and reflected 
appraisals o f significant others (PSC X RAsi) as well as the interaction between public 
self-consciousness and reflected appraisals o f generalized others (PSC X RAge) in the 
important domains were not significant. This result suggests that public self- 
consciousness did not moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and domain- 
specific self-esteem on the important domains, but rather reflected appraisals were related 
to domain-specific self-esteem regardless o f scores on public self-consciousness.
Table 8 shows the interaction between public self-consciousness and reflected appraisals 
on the unimportant domains. As the table shows, the interaction between public self- 
consciousness and reflected appraisals o f significant others was significant in predicting 
domain-specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains. The standardized beta shows a 
positive impact suggesting that participants higher in public self-consciousness were 
affected more by those reflected appraisals o f their significant others (b=.123, p < .05) in 
the unimportant domains. On the other hand, the interaction effect between public self- 
consciousness and reflected appraisals o f generalized others was not significant in 
predicting domain-specific self-esteem in the unimportant domains suggesting that the 
latter was related to reflected appraisals o f generalized others regardless o f public self- 
consciousness scores.
4.4.5 Testing the interactive hypothesis
As described in the introduction o f the chapter, a further objective o f this study was to 
test the hypothesis that domains o f higher individual importance have a stronger
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relationship with global self-esteem than domains o f lower individual importance. This 
analysis was performed by regressing global self-esteem on domain-specific self-esteem 
on the important and 011 the unimportant domains using the enter method. In addition, 
correlation coefficients were compared using the Fisher’ s 1* to z formula in order to test 
the strength o f  the relationship. The results are presented in table 9 below:
Table 9Regression of global self-esteem on domain-specific self-esteem on the important and unimportant 
domains _____________________________________________________
IVs** Standardized T beta Sig
Zero-order
correlations
Important domains
Domain-specific self-esteem .539 9.546 ~0 .590*
Unimportant domains
Domain-specific self-esteem .137 2.432 .016 .337*
F(2, 231) « 66.3, R=.604, R’=.364, Adj R*=.359, p ~ 0
* p < .001 ** Dependent variable: Global self-esteem
R for regression was significantly different from zero [F(2,231)=66.3, p ~0]. As table 9 
shows, domain-specific self-esteem on both the important and the unimportant domains 
were significant predictors o f global self-esteem. Standardized coefficients revealed that 
domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains (b=.539, p ~0) had a greater effect 
on global self-esteem than domain-specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains 
(b= 137, p < .05). Scores on domain-specific self-esteem on both the important and the 
unimportant domains accounted for 36% o f the variability in global self-esteem scores.
Furthermore, as table 9 shows, zero-order correlations revealed that both predictors were 
significantly related to global self-esteem at the p < .001 level. Z scores (using the 
Fisher’ s transformation formula) showed that the relationship between domain-specific 
self-esteem on the important domains and global self-esteem was statistically stronger
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than the relationship between domain-specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains 
and global self-esteem (z= 3.49, p < .001). These results add support to the interactive 
hypothesis.
4.4.6 Exploring the content o f the important and unimportant domains and their 
relationship with global self-esteem
As described in the introduction o f this chapter, one o f the objectives o f this study was to 
determine the content o f the important and unimportant domains and explore whether 
some particular domains are related to global self-esteem more than others. Table 10 
below contains the frequency with which participants reported the domains o f differential 
importance to themselves:
Table 10Frequency of reported important and unimportant domainsDomains Important Unimportant Total
Physical appearance 96 125 221
Social life 191 24 213Academic abilities 122 36 158Financial/money 4 130 134
Work/career 79 50 129
Personal qualities 62 17 79
Status 2 73 75Social skills 31 39 70Physical abilities 17 41 58Conformity 3 33 36
Well-being 27 7 34Style 5 19 24Intelligence 22 7 29Specific abilities 16 12 28Family 18 7 27Culture 3 18 21
Religion 2 16 18
Spirituality 7 2 9Fame - 8 8
As we can see in table 10, some o f the most frequently reported domains were the 
physical appearance domain (221), the social domain (213), the academic abilities
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domain (158), the financial domain (134), and the work/career domain (129). These 
domains were reported either as important or unimportant by the participants. As shown 
in table 10, almost all o f the domains were reported either as important or unimportant by 
different participants. Some o f  the most frequently reported important domains were 
personal qualities, social, and academic domain. Financial, status and physical abilities 
were amongst the most frequently reported unimportant domains. Physical appearance 
was the most frequently reported domain overall.
A further analysis was performed in order to test the relationship between particular 
important and unimportant domains and global self-esteem. As noted earlier, both the 
important and the unimportant domains were coded under categories. Variables were 
created from the sum on the scores on the different domains (one-item measures). For 
this analysis those dimensions that were most frequently reported were used. Amongst 
the most frequently reported important domains were: Social life (N=191), physical 
appearance (N=96), academic ability (N=122), work (N=80), and personal qualities 
(N=50). Amongst the most frequently reported unimportant domains were: physical 
appearance (N=T25), money (N=130), status (N=73), work (N=49), and physical abilities 
(N=41).
Important domains o f the self 
Table 11Relationship between domain-specific self-esteem on particular important domains 
and global self-esteem (number of participants given in brackets)____________
Domain-specific self-esteem Global self-esteem
Social self-esteem (190) .446**Physical appearance self-esteem (96) .514**
Academic self-esteem (34) .505**
Work self-esteem (77) .327**Personal qualities self-esteem (50) .261
** p£ 0.01
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As table 11 shows, four out o f five correlations between domain-specific self-esteem and 
global self-esteem were significant. In particular, physical appearance and academic self­
esteem had the highest correlations with global self-esteem. The fact that the sample 
consisted o f students may explain the strong relationship o f academic self-esteem to 
global self-esteem. A different group o f participants may therefore yield different results. 
In addition, social self-esteem and work self-esteem were both significantly related to 
global self-esteem. Only personal qualities self-esteem was not related to global self­
esteem.
Unimportant domains o f the self 
Table 12Relationship between domain-specific self-esteem on particular unimportant domains 
and global self-esteem (number of participants given in brackets)______________
Domain-specific self-esteem Global self-esteem
Appearance-esteem (123) .357**Financial-esteem (130) .225**Status-esteem (72) .380**
Work-esteem (49) .211Physical abilities-esteem (41) .324*
** p£ 0.01 * 0.05
As table 12 shows, global self-esteem on most o f the particular domains reported as 
unimportant by the participants were significantly related to global self-esteem. In 
particular, the relationship between physical appearance, financial and status esteem were 
related at the p < .01 level. On the other hand, work-esteem was not related to global self­
esteem, which may be related to the sample o f this study. It may be that work or career is 
not a core part o f a student’ s self-concept as part o f being a student is related to not 
working (in most cases).
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4.4.7 Examining the content of referent others in participant’s reflected appraisals and 
social comparisons on domains of differential importance
In both the social comparisons and reflected appraisals sections participants had to report 
the person(s) or group(s) that they compare themselves with and whose judgment o f them 
was important to them along the 3 important and the 3 unimportant domains that they had 
provided. Although participants were asked to report only one group or only one person 
when they engaged in both social comparisons and reflected appraisals, very often they 
reported more than one group or person. Each o f the groups as well as combinations of 
groups reported by the participants were used to create the categories, e.g. friends, family, 
colleagues, friends/family, friends/colleagues, etc. Some more general categories that 
occurred were people o f the same and o f opposite sex, and people in higher status 
positions such as boss at work, lecturers, professors. Another general category was that of 
people who were “role models” on the compared attribute e.g. people who were richer, 
better looking, etc than the participant. All in all, 24 categories were created. A list of the 
groups and persons that participants reported and their frequency is given in table 13. 
Participants referred to a wide range o f groups and persons when making comparisons 
with specific others and when they were reporting reflected appraisals o f significant 
others. The most frequently reported group was friends for both social comparisons and 
reflected appraisals. Colleagues were very frequently reported as well but were more 
prevalent when making social comparisons. On the other hand family, friends/family, 
partners and peers were some o f  the most frequently mentioned groups when participants 
engaged in reflected appraisals but not when they engaged in social comparisons (table 
13). Very often and especially when they were making social comparisons, the
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participants referred to the public in general rather than to specific groups. Some people 
also reported that they did not compare themselves with anyone on specific attributes or 
no one’s judgment o f them was important to them. Finally, participants reported, 
especially when engaged in reflected appraisals, that their significant other was 
themselves and therefore rated how they view themselves along the domains they 
reported. These ‘reflected appraisals’ were excluded from any previous analyses of 
reflected appraisals o f significant others and their relationship with domain-specific self­
esteem.
Table 13Frequency of groups and persons that participants were referring to when engaging social comparisons and reflected appraisals_____________________________________________Social comparisons Reflected appraisals
Groups/people Important Unimportant Total Important Unimportant Total
Friends 272 243 515 210 203 413Colleagues 102 68 170 45 46 91
Public 40 80 120 20 37 57Peers 58 56 117 27 43 70Friends/family 46 36 82 72 49 121
Family 38 25 63 102 88 190Friends/colleagues 34 25 59 25 17 42
Celebrities 10 16 26 - - -
People in higher position 21 4 25 50 15 65Friends/acquaintances 13 9 22 13 16 29
Acquaintances 6 15 21 6 17 23Same sex 9 8 17 - 1 1Role models 10 11 21 2 2 4Partner 8 5 13 37 27 64Religious people 3 4 7 1 3 4
The self 4 3 7 38 30 68Friends/celebrities 5 3 8 - - -
Rich people 3 4 7 - 3 3Friends/partners 4 1 5 21 12 33
Opposite sex - 2 2 15 4 19
None 11 25 36 8 26 34
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The interactive hypothesis revisited
Although James (1890) maintained that global and domain-specific self-esteem are 
related, he argued that self-esteem is more dependant on those domains o f the self that 
individuals perceive as personally important. Amongst various researchers who tested 
this assumption (e.g. Hoge & McCarthy 1984; Marsh, 1986; Pelham & Swann 1989; 
Lachowicz-Tabaczek 1998; Farmer et al., 2001), it was only Rosenberg (1965) who 
found consistent evidence on the interactive hypothesis. In all the other studies, domain- 
specific self-esteem was the strongest predictor o f global self-esteem, independent o f 
individual importance ratings o f specific domains. Contrary to all these studies, the 
present study found support for Rosenberg et al’ s (1995) findings and James’ (1890) and 
Coopersmith’s (1967) assertions. Domain-specific self-esteem on the important domains 
was a significantly better predictor o f global self-esteem than domain-specific self-esteem 
on the unimportant domains. Hence, James’ (1890) original idea and Rosenberg’s (1965) 
interactive hypothesis can be supported.
It can be suggested that most previous studies that failed to link importance to self-esteem 
share a similar methodology. In these studies subjects were presented with a researcher- 
selected set o f domains for which they were asked to rate their importance. However, it 
was not examined whether these domains were relevant to the participants. It can be 
argued that if there are different ways in which a domain is important to different 
individuals, this nomothetic approach might have seriously underestimated the predictive 
power o f differential importance. Even if participants rated the importance of those pre­
4.5 Discussion
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selected domains to themselves, it does not mean that these domains would have been 
reported by the participants ‘ idiographically’ . If a participant assigns great importance to 
a domain pre-selected by the researcher, such as academic ability, it does not necessarily 
mean that if the same subject was asked to report an important domain they would refer 
to academic ability. Although a particular domain may be rated as important by an 
individual, it also may or may not be central to this individual’s identity. For example, 
being empathetic may be important to many different individuals but it may be more 
central to the identity o f a psychotherapist who needs to exercise this ability with 
prospective clients. For this reason, using empathy as a pre-selected domain may be rated 
as personally important from individuals whose empathy is either central or peripheral to 
their identity. However, participants whose empathy is peripheral to their identity may 
not report empathy as an important domain when asked idiographically. Indeed, the 
present study consisted o f students and although academic ability was reported often it 
was not as prevalent as other domains, such as physical appearance or social life. Thus, 
an idiographic composite measure o f important and unimportant domains might be a 
more powerful method to capture individual importance and link it to global and domain- 
specific self-esteem.
Although this idiographic approach showed that importance is important in the relation 
between domain-specific and global self-esteem, it is somewhat surprising that those 
domains that were reported by the subjects as unimportant were still related to and 
predicted global feelings o f self-worth. A way to interpret this finding lies in the way 
participants were asked to report the domains. As opposed to previous studies (e.g.
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Pelham & Swann, 1989), participants of this study were asked to report those domains 
that were not important to them but were important to other people in general. Normative 
as opposed to individual importance can possibly expiain the indirect impact of the 
unimportant domains. It may be that although physical appearance, status and financial 
domains, for example, were reported as unimportant, participants still know how 
important these domains can be for either their significant others or society in general. It 
can then be argued that in addition to individual importance, normative importance is a 
further aspect o f the importance attached to a domain o f the self. Individuals are not free 
agents that attach importance to domains o f themselves regardless o f societal influences. 
It can also be suggested that the importance o f the unimportant domains in this study may 
be group dependant (i.e. students). For example, students or younger people may tend to 
conform more to sociocultural values o f physical attractiveness and social life even 
though they do not accept these values because forming new social and personal 
relationships may be a very salient process in this group. A similar proposition can be 
found in Hoge’s & McCarthy’ s (1984) study which maintained that for young adults 
normative importance may be even more important than individual importance in 
determining the effect o f specific domains o f the self on global self-esteem.
Which self-evaluation processes?
As discussed in chapter 2, self-evaluation processes are among the basic principles o f 
global self-esteem formation (Rosenberg, 1986). People use different types o f self- 
evaluation processes to assess their standing on a particular domain. However, as argued 
in the introduction o f this chapter, different types of self-evaluation processes should
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have varying degrees o f relevance to people’ s domain-specific self-esteem. Although 
researchers have proposed that reflected appraisals o f significant others should be the 
most relevant to domain-specific self-esteem as opposed to temporal past comparisons 
for example, there are no pieces o f research that compared the strength o f the relationship 
of these different types o f self-evaluation processes with domain-specific self-esteem. 
Furthermore, research so far has either focused on the use o f a specific type o f self- 
evaluation process and its relationship with domain-specific self-esteem, or on the impact 
o f domain-specific self-esteem on global self-esteem in domains o f differential 
importance. This ‘ separatism’ has not allowed researchers to compare the effect of 
different types o f self-evaluation processes on domain-specific self-esteem and further 
test whether the effect o f self-evaluation processes is a question o f whether a domain is 
personally valued or not. It needs to be noted that self-evaluation processes in domains of 
differential importance were significantly inter-correlated. Multicollinearity effects 
caused by inter-relationships in regression analyses make it difficult to comment on the 
strength o f the predictor on the predicted variables. Data from the present study suggest 
that depending on the importance o f the evaluated domain to the individual different 
types o f self-evaluation processes may become more relevant when individuals assess 
their standing on specific domains o f the self. However, this result cannot be overstated 
as multicollinearity effects may have weakened the predictive power o f some self- 
evaluation processes over others.
Moreover, the present study suggests that some types o f self-evaluation processes have 
been either underestimated or overlooked in previous research. In particular, participants’
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self-evaluations on the important domains were found to be related to the way 
participants engaged in social comparisons with and reflected appraisals o f  generalized 
others, temporal past comparisons and self discrepancy. Self-evaluation processes were 
related to domain-specific self-esteem in both the important and the unimportant 
domains. These results suggest that all different types o f self-evaluation processes may be 
relevant to self-esteem. Furthermore, it can be argued that the power o f both reflected 
appraisals o f generalized others and temporal past comparisons has been underestimated, 
whereas the power o f social comparisons with generalized others has been completely 
overlooked.
Social comparisons
In this study, both social comparisons with specific referent groups and social 
comparisons with the general public were significantly related to domain-specific self­
esteem. The better participants perceived themselves to be in comparison to others, the 
higher their domain-specific self-esteem. However, social comparisons in the important 
domains with specific referent groups were not useful in the prediction o f domain- 
specific self-esteem whereas social comparisons with the general public were useful. The 
opposite pattern was found when participants engaged in social comparisons on the 
unimportant domains, as only those social comparisons with specific referent groups 
were significant in predicting domain-specific self-esteem. Although the data do not 
allow for an interpretation o f this result, one reason for this might be that social 
comparisons with specific others were significantly related to social comparisons with 
generalized others. The same was found in both important and unimportant domains.
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Furthermore, the relationship between social comparisons and domain-specific self­
esteem on the important domains was somewhat higher for general than for specific 
social comparisons. Similarly, the relationship between social comparisons and domain- 
specific self-esteem on the unimportant domains was higher for specific than for general 
social comparisons. Therefore, this is most likely a result o f regressing domain-specific 
self-esteem on two significantly interrelated variables. The fact that both types of social 
comparisons were significantly related to domain-specific self-esteem suggests that social 
comparisons with specific referent others can be as powerful as social comparisons with a 
generalized referent other regardless o f whether the domains in question are important to 
the individual or not.
Temporal comparisons
Temporal comparison as a self-evaluation process and its relation to self-esteem has not 
been researched thoroughly and as a consequence it has often not been considered as 
relevant to self-esteem. According to Wilson & Ross (2000), the reason for this is 
because temporal comparisons are believed to be a less important process when 
individuals evaluate themselves and as a consequence their relationship with self-esteem 
is believed to be weaker. Findings o f the present study suggest that temporal past 
comparisons can be important in determining self-esteem. Temporal past comparisons 
were found to be significantly related to domain-specific self-esteem on both the 
important and the unimportant domains. These results add support to previous findings 
with young people, which found that in this particular group temporal comparisons can 
be self-enhancing because various facets o f life (e.g. skills and abilities) tend to improve
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with age and experience (Wilson & Ross 2000; Wayment & Taylor 1995; Gibbons et al., 
1994; Ryff, 1991).
Temporal comparisons also include how individuals think about and make comparisons 
with their future selves. It has been suggested that temporal future comparisons often 
represent individual hopes and worries about the future (Wilson & Ross, 2000), which 
can have direct impact on one’ s attitude towards oneself and one’s present behaviour 
(Ryff, 1982). However, there is no research to investigate whether these comparisons 
with future selves would be related to people’ s present self-esteem. Results o f this study 
suggest that temporal future comparisons were not useful in predicting domain-specific 
self-esteem. Supportive o f this argument are the findings by Wilson and Ross (2000), 
Ryff (1991), and Dinos, Finlay and Lyons (2005) who suggested that future comparisons 
provide individuals with incentives for future behaviour without threatening current self­
conceptions. However, a more thorough investigation of this proposition is needed as 
there might be groups or people that face some reality constraints in perceiving future 
improvement. For example, as people get older and their physical abilities deteriorate, 
they might be less able to perceive improvement on this domain; hence future 
comparisons might be more relevant to the self-esteem o f this group. Temporal past 
comparisons for these groups may also be more negative.
Reflected appraisals
In addition to social comparisons, reflected appraisals have been identified as one o f the 
most important self-evaluation processes in the determination o f global self-esteem. Most
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of the reflected appraisals literature deals with reflected appraisals from significant 
others. Data o f the present study suggest that contrary to previous findings and 
propositions (e.g. Rosenberg & Pearlin, 1978, Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979; 
Rosenberg, 1989) reflected appraisals o f generalized others on both the important and 
the unimportant domains were found to be significant predictors o f domain-specific self- 
esteem. Regression coefficients suggested that reflected appraisals o f generalized others 
may have a more powerful predictive power than those of significant others. However, 
this result needs to be read cautiously as multicollinearity effects were apparent. 
Reflected appraisals o f generalized others can be even more powerful than those o f 
significant others and as will be discussed later on, generalized others can be a salient 
group in people’s reflected appraisals and take the form o f a significant other.
Earlier in chapter 2 it was proposed that people who stake their self-worth on others’ 
approval, and as a consequence are more dependent on reflected appraisals, might appear 
to be higher in public self-consciousness. Hence, public self-consciousness should 
moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and domain-specific and/or global 
self-esteem. Data from the present study supported this proposition only partially. Public 
self-consciousness was found to moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals o f 
significant others and domain-specific self-esteem in domains reported as unimportant by 
the participants. This result suggests that reflected appraisals o f significant others had a 
greater effect on domain-specific self-esteem in the unimportant domains for those 
participants who were higher in public self-consciousness. No other moderating effects 
were found. Although this finding adds support to Feningstein’s (1975; 1979)
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speculations there is no reason to expect that public self-consciousness should be a 
moderator on reflected appraisals o f significant others and domain-specific self-esteem in 
the unimportant domains only. However, the fact that the moderation effect was only 
found in the unimportant domains might be related to the fact that public self- 
consciousness is more relevant to those domains that are unimportant to the individual 
but are important to society in general. Participants reported those domains that they 
thought were unimportant to them but were important to other people in general. It would 
then be plausible to suggest that public self-consciousness moderates the relationship 
between reflected appraisals and domain-specific self-esteem in domains of high 
normative importance and when significant others are concerned. On the other hand, 
those domains which individuals consider as personally important may be the domains in 
which they are more certain o f their standing (e.g. Pelham and Swann, 1989) and feel 
more competent at (e.g. Rosenberg, 1982) and therefore they are not particularly pre­
occupied with how they are viewed by others. If for example, individuals attach high 
importance to career because their job is a central aspect o f their identity and because 
they believe that they have a good job or the prospects o f getting a good job, they may 
still be susceptible to reflected appraisals o f others without being high in public self- 
consciousness. In order to test this assumption, one will need to explore how individuals 
‘decide’ the amount of importance they will attach to a domain o f the self and on the 
other hand, how they ‘ decide’ that a domain is unimportant -  which is the focus of 
chapter 7 o f this thesis.
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According to Morreti and Higgins (1990), the bigger the discrepancies between one’s 
current self and one’s ideal self, the more negative one’s feelings toward the self. 
Findings from the present study support this proposition. Self discrepancy was related to 
domain-specific self-esteem, suggesting that the relation between individuals’ self-views 
and their idealized self-views is a very important determinant o f self-esteem (Rogers, 
1951; Higgins, 1987). Self discrepancy was found to be a significant predictor o f domain- 
specific self-esteem in both the important and the unimportant domains. Hoge and 
McCarthy (1983) argued that the actual-ideal self perspective is not useful in 
conceptualizing self-esteem as they found that real self scores (domain-specific 
evaluations of the self) are better predictors o f global feelings o f  self-worth. This view 
has also been supported by Wylie (1974). However, Hoge and McCarthy as well as 
Wylie discussed self discrepancy in relation to global feelings o f self-worth, whereas 
findings o f the present study suggest that self discrepancy is a useful process in assessing 
one’s standing on a self-attribute.
A weakness in Hoge and McCarthy’s study or in any other study that questioned the 
usefulness o f self discrepancies in conceptualizing self-esteem might have been the use of 
nomothetic measures. Higgins (1987) and Moretti and Higgins (1990) have criticized the 
use o f nomothetic measures in capturing real-ideal discrepancies. The argument is similar 
to the argument o f how one conceptualizes importance. Self discrepancies in domains of 
high individual importance (as reported idiographically) are more likely to be relevant to 
evaluations of self-worth. For example, high self-discrepancy in a domain that is central
Self discrepancy
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to an individuals’ self-concept (captured by an idiographic measure o f importance) 
should be more relevant to self-esteem than a domain which is still important but not 
necessarily relevant to one’ s self-concept (captured by a nomothetic measure on a pre­
selected domain o f the self). In their study (Moretti & Higgins, 1990) they found 
evidence that the use of an idiographic measure, where participants provided the domains 
themselves, was more useful in predicting global self-esteem. Results o f the present study 
are supportive o f this view as domains were reported by the participants themselves. 
Whether these results can be replicated on pre-selected domains needs to be explored 
further.
The referent other in people’s social comparisons and reflected appraisals
Social comparisons
Festinger (1954) proposed that individuals prefer to compare themselves with similar 
others as they provide the more ‘ objective’ standards for comparisons. Results o f the 
present study suggest that participants’ preferable group for comparison was their friends. 
Although participants were not asked to report whether they thought these reference 
groups were similar or not to themselves, it could be argued that individuals would 
identify and befriend people who are similar in at least some dimensions or attributes to 
them. This is also supportive o f the fact that a group that was prevalent in participant’s 
reports was the peer group. However, other groups were also prevalent (e.g. colleagues, 
the general public), which adds support to Wills’ (1981) argument that social 
comparisons can be highly contextual. Hence, people would use the resources for social 
comparison that are immediately available to them. For example, when people are within
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their working environment they will tend to compare themselves with their colleagues 
and so on. In addition to the groups mentioned above, participants also referred to groups 
that have more o f the attribute than they have in the compared domains such as people in 
higher positions, and richer people. This finding is also consistent with social comparison 
theory, which proposed that people may also compare themselves with others who appear 
to be doing better in or be more competent at the domain in question than they do 
(Festinger, 1954) as these reference groups can provide individuals with incentives to 
alter or better themselves on the domain or behavior being compared.
An important finding o f this study that has been overlooked in theory and empirical 
research is that individuals may choose to compare themselves with generalized others. 
Participants reported the general public as a referent group. In particular, the general 
public was more frequently reported than peers, friends/family, family, etc. Previous 
research has either used putative referent groups for comparisons or has not asked 
participants to indicate who they compare themselves with. In addition, as already 
discussed, forced social comparisons with generalized others contributed significantly 
more to the prediction o f domain-specific self-esteem in domains o f high importance than 
social comparisons with specific others. It can therefore be suggested that like reflected 
appraisals that involve a significant and a generalized other, social comparison theory 
needs to be extended to include comparisons with specific and generalized others. 
However, more research is needed in order to determine who individuals consider the 
general public to be and provide evidence on why such comparisons can be more 
powerful for some domains and not for others.
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According to Cooley (1903), when individuals perceive someone as significant they tend 
to judge themselves according to how they believe they are judged by their significant 
other. These significant others are believed to be people that one knows and interacts 
with throughout one’s life. When participants o f the present study were asked to report 
whose judgment o f themselves was important to them, the vast majority referred to 
friends, and secondly to family, peers, colleagues and partners. What is often missing 
from the literature is the fact that significant others can be people that we do not know. 
Participants often reported, for example, that the general public’ s judgment o f them is 
important to them, which is supportive o f Mead’s (1934) proposition that the looking 
glass self is also reflective o f a generalized other -  one’s whole sociocultural 
environment. Hence, although reflected appraisals literature separates significant from 
generalized others and suggests that significant others are people with whom one 
interacts, the current findings suggest that a generalized other can exist in the form o f a 
significant other. In addition, as already discussed generalized others may have a more 
powerful effect than significant others on domain-specific evaluations o f self-worth and 
therefore the role o f the generalized other needs to be revisited as previous research may 
have underestimated its impact. Finally, previous research has to a large extent assumed 
who the significant others are in people’s self-appraisals (e.g. mothers and teachers for 
children) and have then ‘used’ these significant others in order to explore reflected 
appraisals o f significant others in relation to various constructs o f the self (e.g. self­
esteem). Taking together the findings o f the present study, it can be argued that the
Reflected appraisals
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results o f these studies should not be necessarily translated as reflected appraisals o f 
significant others but rather as reflected o f specific significant others as other groups may 
be equally important in people’ s reflected appraisals that previous research has not 
accounted for.
Conclusion
To sum up, contrary to previous research findings and supportive to James’ (1890) and 
Rosenberg’s (1965) interactive hypothesis, this study found that global self-esteem is 
related more to those domains on which individuals have staked their self-worth and 
therefore consider as more personally important. Those domains that individuals decide 
are less or not important to themselves have a significantly ‘weaker’ relationship with 
global self-esteem. In addition to individual importance, findings o f the present study are 
supportive o f the fact that although domain-specific self-esteem in the unimportant 
domains have a weaker relationship with global self-esteem, the relationship is still 
significant. Therefore, it can be suggested that a clear constraint o f individual importance 
is normative importance.
Amongst the different types o f self-evaluation processes, results were partly supportive of 
previous speculations. Reflected appraisals were found to be the best predictors o f 
domain-specific self-esteem on both the important and the unimportant domains. 
However, it was not only those reflected appraisals o f significant others that had a 
significant effect on domain-specific self-esteem but generalized others were equally (or 
even more ‘ important’) in people’s reflected appraisals. Arguably, the powerful role o f
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the generalized other in this study might stem from the sample used. Students or younger 
people may be more sensitive or attention-focused on the views o f the general public in 
regulating feelings towards themselves. In addition, results were partially supportive of 
the relationship between social comparisons and domain-specific self-esteem. However, 
the referent group in participant’s social comparisons was found to be susceptible to 
whether the domain in question was personally important or not. Social comparisons with 
generalized others were found to be related to self-esteem in the important domains, 
whereas social comparisons with specific others (e.g. friends, colleagues) were found to 
be related to self-esteem in the unimportant domains. Although data from the present 
study do not allow for an interpretation o f this result, an important finding was that social 
comparisons with generalized others can be as or more powerful than those with specific 
others. A generalized other referent group in people’s social comparisons has been 
completely overlooked in previous theory and research and future research should 
address the role o f the generalized other in people’s social comparisons. Similarly, 
temporal past comparisons have been underestimated in self-esteem theory. Findings o f 
the present study suggest that temporal past comparisons can be as relevant as other types 
of self-evaluation processes to global feelings o f self-worth. On the other hand, temporal 
future comparisons were not found to be significant in predicting self-esteem. Although 
this finding might be related to the sample used in the study (i.e. students), the notion of 
temporal comparisons will be explored more thoroughly in other groups with a special 
focus on those groups whose reality constraints might make them unable to engage in 
self-enhancing temporal comparisons i.e. older people.
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The findings altogether may help to explain how people view themselves in general and 
how social (e.g. normative importance and generalized referent groups) and self 
processes (e.g. individual importance, temporal comparisons) are related to domain- 
specific and global evaluations o f self-worth. As argued in the discussion o f this study, 
results on self-evaluation processes and the relationship between domain-specific and 
global self-esteem in domains of differential importance may be group dependent (i.e. 
students). The interactive hypothesis and normative importance as well as the role o f self- 
evaluation processes and their relationship with global and domain-specific self-esteem 
will be re-visited in the second study o f this thesis in different groups classified according 
to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age.
Furthermore, results showed that domain-specific self-esteem is particularly related to 
reflected appraisals and its relationship to global self-esteem is stronger as a result o f 
higher importance attached. Approaching this finding from a stigma perspective, the 
second study will explore these relationships focusing on a particular domain of the self 
(i.e. physical appearance) and in some groups who may be susceptible to negative self- 
evaluations (e.g. overweight individuals). For example, if overweight individuals have 
low body-esteem, they should then be expected to engage in negative self-evaluation 
processes. If in turn they attach high importance to their body image they should also 
have lower global self-esteem. However, evidence suggests that individuals who have a 
stigmatized 01* negative attribute do not necessarily have low global self-esteem (e.g. 
Crocker & Major, 1989). If this is the case one should expect that stigmatized individuals 
engage in self-evaluation processes in a self-protective manner (e.g. do not agree with
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what they think others think o f them) and attach lower importance to the domain in 
question (e.g. selectivity hypothesis; Rosenberg, 1982). These possibilities will be tested 
in the second study in chapter 6.
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Rosenberg (1965), Crocker et al (1999) and Camp et al (2002) have suggested that 
negative self-evaluations on a specific domain o f the self do not necessarily relate to low 
global self-esteem. The reason why negative self-evaluations in one domain do not relate 
to a low global self-esteem may lie in the way individuals engage in self-evaluation 
processes and in the importance attached to the domain in question. Findings from the 
first study suggest that the way individuals engage in self-evaluation processes (i.e. 
reflected appraisals, social and temporal comparisons and self discrepancy) is related to 
domain-specific evaluations o f self-worth. A comparison between different types o f self- 
evaluation processes showed that reflected appraisals tended to have the strongest 
relationship with domain-specific self-esteem. In addition, although temporal past 
comparisons have been thought to be less important in people’ s self-evaluations, results 
from the first study suggested that they are significantly related to domain-specific self­
esteem. Domain-specific self-esteem, on the other hand, was found to be related to global 
evaluations o f self-worth. In support o f the interactive hypothesis (e.g. Rosenberg, 1965), 
domains o f higher individual importance had a stronger relationship with global self­
esteem than domains o f lower individual importance. Returning to the argument o f how 
negative evaluations o f specific domains of the self are not necessarily related to low 
global self-esteem, it can be argued that engaging in self-enhancing self-evaluation 
processes and attaching little or no importance to a particular domain o f the self may help 
to explain this. As discussed, many of the results o f the first study may be group
Chapter 5:
The “embodied” self -  A review of the literature
5.1 Introduction
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dependant i.e. students. In order to gain better understanding, the second study aims to 
extend the discussion on self-evaluation processes, domain-specific and global self­
esteem in a particular domain o f the self (i.e. body image) in order to form a better 
picture o f how self-evaluation processes relate to self-esteem and the role o f importance 
attached, in different and divergent social and age groups. In the second study o f this 
thesis instead o f comparing the relative strength o f different types o f self-evaluation 
processes, it was decided to focus on some specific types of self-evaluation processes (i.e. 
reflected appraisals, temporal comparisons and self discrepancy) and explore their use 
according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age.
Body image was selected in the second study as a specific domain o f the self. Results o f 
the first study showed that physical appearance was the highest correlate o f global self­
esteem. It can be argued that physical appearance is one o f the most critical domains 
which people evaluate themselves on and which can be particularly relevant to global 
evaluations o f  self-worth mainly because o f the importance society attaches to it. 
Although individuals may lower the importance they attach to physical appearance, they 
may not be able to lower the normative importance of physical appearance at least in 
western cultures (Pelham, 1995). Furthermore, as will be presented in the next sections, 
there are large group differences in the way individuals evaluate their physical 
appearance. Such differences in self-evaluations are reflected in the use o f self-evaluation 
processes and the importance attached to physical appearance (which also varies within 
different groups). In the next sections, a brief overview of body image, body-esteem, and
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its relationship to global self-esteem is presented, followed by an overview o f self- 
evaluation processes and their relation to body-esteem.
5.2 Body image, body-esteem and global self-esteem
Body image can be conceptualized as the way in which individuals evaluate their body, 
particularly in terms o f size, shape and weight (Slade, 1994; Cash, Ancis & Strachan, 
1997). The body is one o f the most obvious aspects o f oneself (e.g. Striegel-Moore et al 
1993; Henderson-King and Henderson-King, 1997) and as a consequence, physical 
appearance and in particular physical attractiveness may affect the way one is judged, 
treated and/or perceived by others, and individuals are aware o f this at some cost to their 
self-esteem.
*
As discussed in the introduction o f this study, physical appearance was selected as a 
particular domain in the second study because there are considerable between-group 
differences expected in the way individuals engage in self-evaluation processes and the 
importance they attach to it. For example, pre-occupation with one’s body image can 
occur in all age groups and research has found that females tend to be significantly more 
dissatisfied with their body than males. In a review o f the literature on body image in 
young people, Ricciardelli and McCabe (2001) concluded that social representations of 
physical appearance (i.e. how one should look like) are shared by young children and 
adults alike (see Ricciardelli & McCabe, for a review). For example, in a study conducted 
by Shapiro, Newcomb, and Leob (1997) with children between 8 and 12 years old, it was 
found that almost half o f the girls and more than a third of the boys reported that it was
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important for women to be thin. Similarly, more than a third o f both boys and girls in 
their study reported that it was also important for men to be thin. Body image 
dissatisfaction has also been found to be associated with low global self-esteem in 
younger individuals. Two studies conducted by Wood et al (1996) and Tiggermann and 
Wilson-Barrett (1998) showed that body-esteem was significantly related to self-esteem 
in 8 and 9 year old boys but the relationship was non significant for 10 year old boys. On 
the other hand, the relationship between body and global self-esteem was non significant 
for 8 and 9 year old girls but was significant for 10 year old girls. Other studies support 
these findings too, which led researchers to support the view that there are different body 
developmental changes between boys and girls in these age groups (e.g. Maloney, 1989; 
Mendelson et al 1996). Studies have also been conducted with children in early 
adolescence. For example, Koff, Rierdan and Stubbs (1990) examined the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem in 169 ninth-grade boys (mean age 14.47 years) and 
girls (mean age 14.66 years) and found that the former had significantly higher body- 
esteem than the latter. Correlations between body and self-esteem were found to be 
positive and significant for both boys and girls, with no significant differences in the' 
strength o f the relationship.
Research on body-esteem and global self-esteem in adults has mainly focused on women. 
There is general consensus in empirical findings that adult women regardless. o f their 
actual weight are dissatisfied with their bodies (Thomas, 1989). In a review o f numerous 
studies Rodin et al (1985), concluded that women appear more dissatisfied than men 
because social and cultural norms o f physical attractiveness are mainly targeted to
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women (Rodin et al 1985). For example, Monteath and McCabe (1997) in a sample of 
101 female university students found that in general women reported that they would 
prefer a thinner body and almost half o f them were dissatisfied with both individual body 
parts and their overall bodies.
Regarding body image differences according to sex, Stowers and Durm (1996) conducted 
a study to explore the relationship between body and self-esteem in 36 male and female 
participants. Self-esteem and body-esteem were assessed using the Tenessee Self- 
Concept Scale. The scale consisted o f eight subscales, including physical self (body- 
esteem), moral-ethical self, personal self, family self, social self, self-satisfaction, 
identity, and behaviour. Scores on the body-esteem subscale were correlated with total 
scores on the rest o f  the subscales (overall self-esteem). There was a significant 
correlation between overall self-esteem and physical appearance self-esteem in both men 
and women. Furthermore, women had significantly lower body-esteem than men, but 
overall self-esteem scores did not differ according to sex. Similarly, Pliner, Chaiken and 
Flett (1990) in a sample o f 639 men and women found that the latter were more 
concerned than the former with regards to eating attitudes, weight and physical 
appearance and had lower body-esteem throughout the life span (10 to 79 years old). A 
similar study was conducted by Forbes et al (2001) to test the relationship between self­
esteem and body dissatisfaction in 438 men and women from 16 to 20 years old. In 
addition to the global self-esteem measure they also included various other measures to 
predict body dissatisfaction such as the Big-Five Personality measure and the Personal 
Attributes Questionnaire (Spence & Helmrich, 1978), which measures gender-type
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orientation (androgynous, masculine, feminine, and undifferentiated). Supportive o f other 
studies, women were significantly more dissatisfied with their bodies than were men. The 
relationship between body dissatisfaction and self-esteem was similar in both men and 
women. Regression analyses reveled that only self-esteem and two of the Big Five factors 
were significant in predicting body dissatisfaction. Gender type and the remaining 
personality traits were not significant. This finding led the authors to suggest that body 
and global self-esteem share significant variance.
Although women appear more dissatisfied with their physical appearance than men, 
recent studies have shown that men may also be preoccupied with their body image (Pope 
et al 1997). However, body image preoccupation in men tends to be different to that of 
women. Women in general prefer to be thinner, whereas in men the pattern is not fixed as 
some men prefer to be thinner and others heavier or more muscular (Cohane & Pope, 
2001). In addition, although eating disorders have always been viewed as a female 
problem, in recent years there has been an increase in eating disorders in men too -  at 
some cost to their self-esteem (Pope et al 1997). The pattern in men is opposite to that of 
women in that muscular men perceive themselves to be thin and/or underdeveloped, 
whereas women perceive themselves to be too heavy (Pope et al 1997). Grogan and 
Richards (2002) interviewed 10 males between 16 and 20 years o f age and found that 
participants associated health and fitness with being slim and muscular, whereas they 
associated being overweight with individual weakness and lack o f self-control. 
Furthermore, adult men in this study believed that having a well-built, muscular body can 
bring about greater self-confidence over social situations. Various other studies that have
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tested the relationship between body and global self-esteem in adult men have found 
positive correlations (e.g. Austin et al 1989; McCreary & Sasse, 2000).
Research on body image with older people is scarce. However, the fact that ageing is a 
naturally occurring process which involves health and physically related declines one 
might expect that older people may have lower body-esteem (Hurd, 2000). There is some 
research indicating that the association between body and global self-esteem occurs 
throughout the life span. Pliner, Chaiken and Flett (1990) conducted a study with 639 
participants between 10 and 79 years (36 o f them were over 60) and found that body- 
esteem was significantly lower in women than in men regardless o f age. However, 
regressions revealed that gender and age did not moderate the relationship between the 
two esteem measures suggesting that body-esteem continues to be related to global self­
esteem as both men and women get older. Similarly, Hurd (2000) interviewed 22 women 
between 60 and 92 years old and found that most o f the older women in the study held 
negative views about their bodies and further expressed the view that other people would 
not find ageing bodies as being attractive. Interestingly, these women stressed that 
physical attractiveness is defined in relation to cultural norms as well as in relation to 
significant others. Significant others for these women were mostly men. Hence, it can be 
argued that reflected appraisals do not cease to influence people’ s body-esteem as they 
get older. Although these studies suggest that body image preoccupation can occur 
throughout the life span, Hetherington and Burnett (1994) found that older women (above 
50 years old) had significantly higher body-esteem than younger women (below 31 years 
old). In addition, Janelli (1993) found that older men and women did not differ in their
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body-esteem scores and appeared somewhat satisfied with their physical appearance. 
These results led the authors to suggest that as people get older they may use different 
standards to the ones used by younger people to assess their physical appearance. For 
example, older compared to younger individuals may base their physical appearance less 
on aesthetic and more on health-related and functional standards (e.g. Tiggemann & 
Stevens, 1999). Therefore, they may get less affected by not conforming to beauty ideals 
shared by societies especially in western cultures.
A number o f recent reviews have documented that body image discontentment is not 
necessarily a property o f white women but applies to women o f diverse ethnic 
backgrounds as well (Dolan, 1991; Davis & Yager, 1992; Crago, Shisslak & Estes, 
1996). Thomas (1989) conducted a study to test the relationship between body image 
satisfaction, weight and global self-esteem among 102 Black adult women living in the 
U.S. Results showed that one quarter o f the women was satisfied with their body image, 
whereas more than half o f them were dissatisfied. Regarding their weight, three out of 
five of the women felt too fat, one out o f three felt just right, and only two out o f ten 
women felt too thin. Women who perceived themselves to be average weight or thin 
appeared more satisfied than women who perceived themselves to be overweight. There 
was also a significant positive correlation between global self-esteem and body 
satisfaction and a significant negative correlation between body weight and global self­
esteem.
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Similar results have been yielded by Akiba (1998) who administered the Body esteem 
Scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984) to 42 Iranian women and men who lived in Iran and 53 
American men and women who lived in the U.S. The study predicted that compared to 
their U.S. counterparts, Iranian participants would appear more satisfied with their body 
image because materials promoting ‘western’ body image ideals are in most cases banned 
in Iran. Results revealed that nationality and sex had a significant effect on body-esteem 
scores. The Iranian participants appeared significantly higher on the body-esteem scale 
than the U.S participants did. In addition, men in both countries appeared significantly 
higher in body-esteem than women. The U.S women had the lowest body-esteem, 
followed by the Iranian women and the U.S men, whereas the Iranian men had the 
highest body-esteem. Although the author o f the study suggested that these results are 
related to the fact that the media in Iran do not promote western body image ideals, it 
could equally be argued that these findings are related to the way the body is presented in 
Iranian culture. Regardless o f media images, the female body is hidden from the scrutiny 
o f men and women and therefore it is not a facet o f self-expression or in Goffman’s 
(1959) terms it is not a carrier for the self as such. Finally, Koff et al (2001) conducted a 
study to compare body and global self-esteem in 94 Euro-American and 72 Asian- 
American college women and found that body-esteem was similar for the two groups. 
Similarly the relationship between body and global self-esteem was positive and 
significant for both groups. The only significant difference was found in individual body 
part scores (i.e. Asian-American compared to Euro-American women were significantly 
less satisfied with the size/appearance o f their stomachs, shoulders, faces and more 
satisfied with the size o f their hips). These results led the authors to conclude that
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differences according to ethnicity and cultural background may be more evident in 
different body parts rather than in overall body-esteem scores.
Body-esteem and its relation to global self-esteem have also been explored in gay men 
and lesbians. Heffernan (1999) conducted a study with 263 lesbians and a control group 
of heterosexual women (number not reported) to test whether lesbians reject social norms 
applied to physical attractiveness in women and whether there is any difference between 
lesbians and heterosexual women in the impact that female beauty ideals may have on 
them. Results revealed that lesbians compared to heterosexual women tended to reject 
social norms applied to women. However, there was no difference between the two 
groups in their responses with regards to social norms about weight and appearance in 
women. In addition, although they did not compare the results to those of heterosexual 
women, they found that half of the lesbians in the study reported that they had dieted on 
at least half the period of the previous 3 months. The study also found that almost half of 
the lesbian participants were somewhat dissatisfied with their weight. In addition, global 
self-esteem was strongly related to body esteem, whereas both esteem scales were 
negatively related to actual weight as well as weight concern. However, views of physical 
appearance were more related to physical condition in lesbians than in heterosexual 
women. Similar results were yielded in a study by Striegel-Moore et al (1990) who found 
no significant differences in body-esteem and disordered eating scores between lesbians 
and heterosexual women. In particular, although the ideal weight for lesbians was higher 
than the ideal weight for heterosexual women (also found in Brand et al, 1992 & 
Heffernan, 1999), and lesbians reported heavier body figures as attractive (also found in
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Herzog et al 1992), Striegei-Moore et al (1990) found that the relationship between self­
esteem and body esteem was stronger in lesbians than in heterosexual women. Heffernan 
(1999) concluded that lesbians are as vulnerable as heterosexual women with regards to 
female body image ideals and although they aspire to alternative lifestyles these ideals 
are still applicable to them.
Although body image dissatisfaction has been mostly associated with women, it has also 
been suggested that gay men may be particularly dissatisfied and concerned with their 
physical appearance (e.g. Boroughs & Thompson, 2002; Russell & Keel, 2002; Yelland 
& Tiggemann, 2003). Yelland and Tiggemann (2003) examined body dissatisfaction, 
disordered eating and global self-esteem in gay men. Three groups took part in this study: 
52 gay men, and two comparison groups of 51 heterosexual men and 55 heterosexual 
women. The results showed that gay men and heterosexual women had lower body- 
esteem and were more prone to disordered eating than heterosexual men. Furthermore, 
there were no significant differences in body-esteem and disordered eating between gay 
men and heterosexual women. With regards to body dissatisfaction, gay men reported 
that they would prefer to be more muscular than heterosexual men did and a similar 
preference to be thin as heterosexual women. Gay men also reported that developing or 
maintaining a muscular body was a more important reason for exercising than for 
heterosexual men and women, and they were more likely to have followed a special diet 
for this reason than both heterosexual men and women. Regarding global self-esteem, 
gay men had significantly lower global self-esteem than heterosexual men but similar to 
that of heterosexual women. Global self-esteem was also found to be positively
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correlated with body esteem for all three groups. Similarly, other studies have also 
indicated that gay men may be more concerned with their body image than heterosexual 
men (Boroughs & Thompson, 2002; Russell & Keel, 2002) but are more satisfied with 
their body image and less prone to disordered eating than women. However, body image 
pre-occupation and dissatisfaction may result in gay men developing eating disorders 
(Williamson & Hartley, 1998; Yager, Kuitzamn, Landsverk, & Wiesmeier, 1998). 
Common ground to all these studies is the speculation that gay men might appear 
particularly preoccupied or dissatisfied with their body image because physical 
attractiveness is an integral part of gay male communities.
It can be argued that a common finding in all the studies reviewed so far is that 
individuals in general want to either be thin or they do not want to be overweight. As a 
consequence one should expect that overweight individuals would appear particularly 
dissatisfied with their physical appearance and would experience lower body-esteem 
associated with lower global self-esteem. Indeed various theoretical perspectives agree on 
the fact that overweight individuals would have lower self-esteem than average weight 
individuals. For example, Crocker, Cornwell and Major (1993), approaching the matter 
from a stigma perspective, argued that being overweight may be particularly threatening 
to self-esteem because compared to some stigmatizing attributes that are not obvious or 
readily available to the eyes of the others (such as homosexuality or mental illness), the 
fact that one is overweight cannot be concealed. In addition, they argued that some 
conditions, such as having a physical disability, do not carry connotations of personal 
responsibility and therefore individuals with such conditions are not blamed for a moral
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failure. On the other hand, people who are overweight tend to be held responsible as 
being lazy or lacking will power and self-determination and therefore blamed for their 
condition. Various other social perspectives, such as reflected appraisals, all suggest that 
being overweight is likely to have a negative impact on self-esteem.
Miller and Downey (1999) conducted a meta-analytic study of the relation between 
overweight and self-esteem. This relation was examined in 91 studies that focused on 
participants’ actual body weight and studies that focused on self-perceived degree of 
overweight or body dissatisfaction. Results showed that there is a negative correlation 
between self-esteem and weight. In addition, the correlation between self-esteem and 
self-perceived weight was stronger than the correlation between self-esteem and actual 
weight which led Miller and Downey to suggest that the impact o f self perceptions is 
more powerful than actual weight on global self-esteem. Further results revealed that 
within-group differences on self-esteem issues may also be apparent (e.g. within the 
overweight social category different group memberships exist). Effect sizes were smaller 
for overweight low socioeconomic status samples (SES), ethnic minority samples, and 
nonclinical samples than for overweight high SES, nonminority, and clinical samples 
respectively. Moreover and consistent with previous research findings, effect sizes were 
smaller for men than for women. Although these differences may be apparent, the results 
nevertheless suggest a lower body-esteem in overweight than in their average weight 
individuals (Mendelson & White, 1982, 1985; Mendelson et al 1996, 2001). Miller and 
Downey (1999) concluded that overweight individuals with low body esteem do tend to 
have low(er) self-esteem and that the stigma of overweight might be one of the most
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threatening types of stigma as physical appearance is the most obvious, immediately 
available aspect of the self.
Finally, Kaplan-Myrth (2000) interviewed 13 blind men and women and found that body 
image pre-occupation was apparent. Blind people were pre-occupied with their body 
image because (as they reported) even though they could not see themselves, their bodies 
were readily available to the eyes of the others. Furthermore, although two of the 
participants rejected body ideals, they still said that if it was under their control they 
would alter their body shape (e.g. being more fit) suggesting that one cannot escape the 
effect of reflected appraisals on the self. Hence, it could be argued that regardless of 
individual importance, as long as people believe that others or society in general hold 
specific views about body ideals (e.g. normative importance), they can still be affected.
From a review of body image literature it becomes evident that some groups are more 
likely to be pre-occupied and/or dissatisfied with their body image than others. For 
example, evidence suggests that it is white women, gay men and overweight individuals 
that may be particularly dissatisfied with their body image. Evidence with regards to 
older individuals is scarce. It is expected that differences in body-esteem will be reflected 
in differences in the use of self-evaluation processes. It may be for example that these 
groups who appear to be more dissatisfied with their body image engage in more negative 
self-evaluation processes and also attach higher importance to their physical appearance. 
On the other hand, individuals who are satisfied with their body image (e.g. heterosexual 
men) may engage in more positive self-evaluation processes and attach lower importance
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to their physical appearance. In addition, reflected appraisals which have been found to 
have amongst the strongest correlates with domain-specific self-esteem, may have a
i
weaker relationship with body-esteem in those groups who are more satisfied with their 
body image. In the next empirical chapter, body-esteem differences according to sex, 
sexuality, weight and age will be examined with the aim of exploring how individuals 
from different groups gain self-relevant information about their physical appearance.
5.3 Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem: reflected appraisals
It has been argued that imagining how one’ s body is perceived by other people is an 
integral part of body image dissatisfaction (Striegel-Moore et al 1993). Strober (1990) 
speculated that body dissatisfaction can be a ‘product’ of negative reflected appraisals 
from significant others. As has already been discussed, this ‘ idea’ presents individuals as 
passive recipients of the perceived views of other people and therefore everyone can be 
dissatisfied as long as they believe that others hold negative views about them.
A central question that arises reviewing the literature on body image and how it is related 
to reflected appraisals is: which individuals are most affected by body image reflected 
appraisals? There have been several answers given to these questions. In a review of the 
relevant literature, Striegel-Moore et al (1986) concluded that those who are most 
affected or are more sensitive to reflected appraisals are women. However, they 
concluded that it is mostly women of particular socioeconomic and cultural background 
(e.g. women of higher economic status and women who have internalized female social 
norms of behaviour) who should be more affected by reflected appraisals.
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Forbes, Adams-Curtis, Rade and Jaberg (2001) conducted two studies to explore body 
dissatisfaction and reflected appraisals in 589 male and female European American 
students. Reflected appraisals were not directed to the self but to the group. That is, 
participants had to report what they thought the opposite sex thought of body image of 
their sex in general rather than individually. Body dissatisfaction and reflected appraisals 
were assessed by using a measure of body preference where participants had to choose 
between drawings of different body types. Women were asked to choose the female body 
type that they believed matched their own body, most women would like to have and that 
most men prefer in women. Men were also asked similar questions about the male body 
type. Results showed that there was a significant difference between women’s ratings of 
their own body type, the body types that they believed most women prefer to have and 
from the body type that they believed most men prefer in women. With regard to males, 
their ratings of their own body type did not differ from the body types they believed most 
men prefer to have and from the body type that they believed most women prefer in men. 
These results led the authors to conclude that women believe that other women and men 
prefer a particular female body type (e.g. thin). As a consequence they try to conform to 
what they think is the ideal for other men and women and appear more dissatisfied with 
their body image. On the other hand, they argued that with regards to male body image 
ideals, cultural and social norms are less strict or specific. Hence, although reflected 
appraisals are still related to men’s own preference, they are not susceptible to the same 
pressures communicated through reflected appraisals.
Whether the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem is still significant 
as people get older has also been of research interest. For example, Pliner et al (1990) 
found that regardless of age women attach higher importance to physical appearance than 
males. However, as both men and women get older the importance they attach to physical 
appearance decreases. One might expect that as the importance placed on body image 
decreases with age, the same could be found regarding the effect of reflected appraisals. 
Hurd (2000) interviewed 22 women aged 61 to 92 and found that in most cases reflected 
appraisals were still important. Very often women in the study referred to the opinions of 
their significant others, who were mainly men, to express their feelings towards their own 
bodies. Women also reported that social norms and cultural stereotypes related to 
physical appearance and particularly physical attractiveness were very difficult to satisfy 
resulting in greater body image dissatisfaction.
The fact that gay men have been found to be as preoccupied with their body image as 
heterosexual women suggests that reflected appraisals in gay men may be particularly 
important. For example, Yelland and Tiggeman (2003) in their study o f body image and 
global self-esteem in gay men and heterosexual male and female control groups 
(described earlier in this chapter), asked participants to indicate how important they 
thought their physical appearance, weight and muscularity were to other people on a five- 
point scale. Gay men indicated that their appearance was significantly more important to 
other people than did heterosexual men, but they did not differ significantly from women. 
Their weight was not found to be significantly more important to others than that of 
heterosexual men or women. However, gay men reported that muscularity is significantly
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more important to others than heterosexual men and women did. In addition, global self­
esteem was positively related to body esteem for all three groups. Furthermore, global 
self-esteem in gay men was negatively related to the importance of appearance to others, 
to their weight, and to their muscularity. Although Yelland and Tiggeman (2003) did not 
ask participants to report who their significant others are, they speculated that the others 
for each group would be mostly people of the same sex for gay men and mostly people of 
the opposite sex for heterosexual men and women. In addition, they argued that higher 
‘ importance to others’ indicated by gay men reflects a pressure that gay men might be 
under from within gay communities to conform to body image ideals.
Similar studies investigating the relationship between body image satisfaction, global 
self-esteem and reflected appraisals have also been conducted in relation to different 
ethnic and minority groups. Thomas (1989), for example, investigated body image 
satisfaction, global self-esteem and reflected appraisals among 102 black women in the 
U.S. Black women were asked to indicate how they thought their mother, father, close 
female friends, and close male friends would rate their body shape and size on a 5-point 
scale ranging from very negative to very positive. Global self-esteem, body image 
satisfaction, body weight and height scores were also obtained. Results showed that 
global self-esteem was positively related to body image satisfaction and negatively 
related to body weight. Reflected appraisals from significant others were also related to 
their body image satisfaction. The perceptions of close male friends, boyfriends and 
spouses were amongst the strongest correlates with body image satisfaction. The 
responses for the perceptions of all the ‘others’ were also summed to provide a total
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index score for perceptions of significant others. The correlation of overall perceptions of 
significant others with body image satisfaction and global self-esteem was positive, 
whereas the correlation between perceptions of significant others and body weight was 
negative.
Along these lines, Milkie (1999) argued that women’s body image is affected from 
reflected appraisals of media images communicated through significant and generalized 
others. In particular, she argued that media images are internalized through reflected 
appraisals and that the meanings of these images are not communicated directly through 
the media but rather through the social representations of these images. Even if 
individuals believe that the way their group is represented in the media is unrealistic and 
do not agree with the representation, they may still believe that others do not share their 
views. As a consequence they are still affected significantly, though indirectly, by the 
media representations. To explore this argument, Milkie (1999) conducted interviews 
with 60 white and minority (mainly African-American) girls in the US to explore how 
girls are affected by female images in the media and whether there are any differences 
between white and black minority girls. In addition to the interviews, girls were asked 
how important it is for them, for their best female friend, for girls in school and girls their 
age in the United States, to read magazines targeted to girl readers. Participants were also 
asked to indicate how important physical attractiveness was for them. Finally, global self­
esteem was assessed by using Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (1965). With respect to the 
perceived importance of the media images to other girls, the results showed that in 
general, girls perceived that body-conscious information in the media were significantly
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more important to their best friends, to girls in their school and to female peers in the 
U.S. than to themselves. Although the results showed that this pattern held for all the 
groups, some differences emerged according to ethnicity. Although there was no 
statistical significance, African-American girls perceived the media images to be 
somewhat less important to themselves and to others than the white girls. In addition to 
‘other girls’ the white girls believed that males evaluate them in reference to female 
media images. Furthermore, white girls believed that men prefer girls that are similar to 
those presented in the media. On the other hand, black girls chose less strict images for 
themselves (e.g. less thin), which were more prevalent in the ‘black’ media. The black 
girls were also less likely to believe that black males were affected by the white images. 
The belief that black males were not affected by body-conscious information targeted at 
the white culture and the perception that the images were more relevant to other white 
girls were proposed factors that helped black girls to engage in more positive self- 
evaluations related to weight (Milkie, 1999).
Results of both studies (Milkie, 1999; Thomas, 1989) show that body image pre­
occupation and its relation to global self-esteem is more apparent in white girls and 
women than their black counterparts. That is not to say that the black girls managed to 
‘escape’ reflected appraisals and remain unaffected but rather that the black girls did not 
view the media images as part of their reference group. For example, in Thomas’ (1989) 
study, reflected appraisals from significant others were strongly related to their body 
image satisfaction. Similarly, black girls in Milkie’ s study (1999) were less affected by 
media representations of body image ideals. This was the case, not because they had
135
learned to differentiate how they feel about themselves with what they think others think 
of them but because they perceived these images to be directed to white girls and to be 
relevant to white culture. Most black girls indicated that black males rejected the white 
female beauty ideals and this in turn was important in reducing any negative self- 
evaluations (Milkie, 1999). Similar suggestions have been found in a literature review on 
body image in children conducted by Riciardelli and McCabe (2001). They found that 
African American children were more satisfied with their weight, body shape and body 
parts than White children suggesting that the former children may not be sharing the 
same social representations communicated through reflected appraisals from their family, 
peers, and the media. That is not to say that black minority groups are not affected by 
reflected appraisals but rather that black body image ideals differ from the white ones in 
the sense that they are less strict. As a consequence black participants remained less 
affected by reflected appraisals from the white culture.
It becomes evident from these findings that satisfaction with one’s body image is largely 
influenced by what people think other people think of them. It can also be argued that 
people are affected equally by significant and generalized others. In all the studies 
reviewed above one can see that although significant others, such as parents and peers are 
very important in determining body image (dis)satisfaction, reflected appraisals of 
generalized others, in the form of sociocultural norms or of a whole group, can be as 
important. Although these reference groups and individuals may vary across different 
groups and individuals, they are still powerful in influencing people’s perceptions about 
their body image. This view of body image being affected considerably by reflected
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appraisals presents individuals as passive recipients unable to escape the judgments and 
messages communicated through the eyes of significant and generalized others. However, 
as described in the studies conducted by Thomas (1989) and Milkie (1999), black women 
in the USA might not agree with white beauty ideals and also believe that their 
significant others, as well as their sociocultural environment, do not agree with these 
ideals. As a result they may manage to remain less affected.
Going back to the question of who is mostly affected by reflected appraisals, research 
evidence suggests that it mostly women. However, as discussed other groups such as 
older people and gay men may also be sensitive to the reflected appraisals of others. It 
should be noted that it may not be reflected appraisals in general that exert the most 
influence on body image but rather reflected appraisals by particular others. As discussed, 
for young girls the referent others were other boys and girls of the same age (either 
significant or generalized, e.g. same age girls in the US), for black girls were people from 
within their culture, for gay men were (as speculated) gay men and so on. In addition to 
exploring the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem, an aim of the 
second study is to explore who the other is according to group membership.
Furthermore, as discussed in the beginning of this section, if one accepts the view that 
reflected appraisals play the most powerful role in regulating body image self-evaluations 
then anyone could have negative body image evaluations if they believe that others view 
their physical self negatively. Approaching this idea from a stigma point of view, 
stigmatized individuals should be under particular ‘threat’ at some cost to their self­
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esteem. However, as discussed, stigmatized attributes do not necessarily relate to low 
global self-esteem (e.g. Crocker & Major, 1989). Amongst other explanations for these 
findings (e.g. attributing negative feedback to one’s group rather than to oneself), 
individuals who may be more susceptible to negative reflected appraisals (e.g. 
overweight individuals and body image reflected appraisals) may either believe that they 
are viewed positively by others or may discount such reflected appraisals by not agreeing 
with them. Not agreeing with what individuals believe other people think of them may 
weaken the relationship between reflected appraisals and self-evaluations in the domain 
in question. This proposition has also been supported by Rosenberg (1986), who 
proposed that black children do not necessarily have lower self-esteem because although 
they may be aware of the views that other people may hold of them they may not agree 
with them. The level of agreement (i.e. whether one agrees or disagrees) with reflected 
appraisals will be explored in the second study of this thesis, in order to test whether not 
agreeing with what one thinks other people think of one’s physical appearance weakens 
the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. Finally, public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety may be additional factors that can explain how reflected 
appraisals are related to body-esteem and whether the relationship is more evident in 
some groups than in others. Results from the first study showed that public self- 
consciousness did not moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and domain- 
specific self-esteem. However, there is reason to believe that public self-consciousness 
and social anxiety are particularly relevant to the physical self. This argument and related 
evidence is presented in the next section
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As proposed in chapter 2, public self-consciousness (Feningstein et al 1975) is related to 
the notion of reflected appraisals as the emphasis of the former is on how oneself is 
viewed by other people. In the first study, public self-consciousness was found not to 
moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and domain-specific self-esteem, 
although it was related to global self-esteem irrespective of reflected appraisals or 
domain-specific self-esteem. In the second study public self-consciousness in relation to 
body image will be re-examined as there are reasons to believe that how the body appears 
or is presented to the others are integral parts of public self-consciousness.
Public self-consciousness is measured by a subscale taken from Feningstein et al’s (1975) 
Self-Consciousness Scale. The original scale consists of two additional subscales: private 
self-consciousness and social anxiety. In the second study, in addition to public self- 
consciousness, social anxiety was included. As will be described in the next few 
paragraphs, body image literature suggests that body-esteem is related to both public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety. Whereas public self-consciousness is related to how the 
self is viewed by others and especially those aspects of the self that are readily available 
to the eyes of the others, social anxiety is related to how comfortable one feels being in 
social situations and/or under the ‘scrutiny’ of other people (e.g. I get embarrassed very 
easily). Thus, when body image is concerned one would expect that social anxiety as well 
as public self-consciousness would be related to the notion of reflected appraisals.
5.3.1 Self-consciousness and body image
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Several studies have investigated public self-consciousness, social anxiety and body 
image satisfaction and their relationship with global self-esteem. A common finding is 
that body image dissatisfaction is related to low global self-esteem and high public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety (Striegel-Moore, Silberstein & Rodin, 1993; Koff, 
Benavage & Wong, 2001). For example, Koff et al (2001), conducted a study to test 
possible differences in Euro-American (n = 94) and Asian-American (n = 72) women 
regarding the association between body satisfaction, weight concern, global self-esteem, 
public self-consciousness and social anxiety. Public self-consciousness and social anxiety 
were assessed using Feningstein et al’ s (1975) scale. For both groups, the correlation 
between body satisfaction and global self-esteem was positive, whereas both body 
satisfaction and global self-esteem were negatively correlated with social anxiety and 
public self-consciousness. On the other hand, weight concern was negatively related to 
global self-esteem and positively related to public self-consciousness for both groups. 
The relationship between social anxiety and weight concern was non significant for both 
groups. Although the authors expected to find differences between groups, the results 
suggested that ethnicity did not have any significant effect on all these aforementioned 
correlations.
Similarly, Striegel-Moore et al (1993) conducted a study with 222 women to test the 
relationship between public self-consciousness, social anxiety and body esteem. Results 
showed that social anxiety and public self-consciousness were negatively associated with 
and were significant predictors of body-esteem. In order to replicate these results and test 
for possible differences, they conducted a second study with 34 women with a diagnosis
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of bulimia nervosa. Results comparing a control group chosen from the 1st study and 
bulimic participants from the 2nd study showed that the latter were significantly lower in 
body esteem and significantly higher in public self-consciousness and social anxiety than 
the former suggesting that social anxiety and public self-consciousness are central aspects 
of body dissatisfaction. A similar study was conducted by Heatherton (1993) with 70 
women. The main proposition of Heatherton5 s study was that public self-consciousness is 
more relevant in people who diet than people who do not. Results showed that people 
who dieted weighed more than people who did not, and the former believed that their 
figure was larger than did the latter. As a consequence they were much less satisfied with 
their body than people who did not diet. Furthermore, people who dieted appeared 
significantly higher in public self-consciousness than people who did not suggesting that 
the former may be particularly preoccupied with how they are viewed by others. 
Regardless of dieting, similar results between public self-consciousness, social anxiety 
and physical attractiveness have been found by Thornton and Maurice (1999) in a sample 
of 138 undergraduate women. In addition to the instruments used in Heatherton’s study, 
Thornton and Maurice used a 32-item scale to measure social self-esteem (e.g. “I feel 
secure in social situation” , “I can confidently approach and deal with anyone I meet”) and 
found that physical attractiveness and social self-esteem were negatively correlated with 
public self-consciousness and social anxiety.
All the samples in studies reported so far were women as the vast majority of research on 
body image dissatisfaction has been directed towards women. However, Koff, Rierdan 
and Stubbs (1990) conducted a study with a focus on sex differences in body image and
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in the relationship between body image, global self-esteem and public self-consciousness. 
Subjects were 92 men and 77 women (approximate mean age of both groups was 15 
years). Supportive of previous findings, women were significantly less satisfied with their 
body image than men. In addition, women appeared significantly higher in public self- 
consciousness than men. A significant positive relationship was also found between body 
satisfaction and global self-esteem for both groups and the strength of the relationship 
between males and females was not significantly different. However, the relationship 
between body satisfaction and public self-consciousness was not significant in both 
groups. The relationship between global self-esteem and public self-consciousness was 
not reported. The inability to link public self-consciousness to body satisfaction led the 
researchers to suggest that body-esteem, like global self-esteem, is an attitude towards 
oneself, whereas public self-consciousness is a rather neutral and self-descriptive 
construct.
Simmons and Rosenberg (1975) conducted a similar study to Koff et al (1990). In 
addition to public self-consciousness, body-esteem and global self-esteem, they were 
interested in testing whether the importance attached to physical appearance is related to 
public self-consciousness. Using data from the Baltimore study (described in chapter 3), 
they assessed the self images of 1,988 male and female grade 3 to 12 children. Although 
their measure of public self-consciousness was not the one developed by Feningstein et ai 
(1975), the focus of the scale was still on the self as a social object (e.g.“If a teacher 
asked you to get up in front of the class and talk a little bit about your summer, would 
you be very nervous, a little nervous, or not at all nervous?”). Body-esteem was assessed
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with items such as: “How good looking are you?” “How do you feel about your looks?”, 
“Do you think you are too fat?” , “Do you think you are too tall?” Finally, the importance 
attached to physical appearance was assessed by asking participants to report ‘how much 
they cared about how good looking they are’ . Contrary to Koff et al’s findings, results 
showed that body and global self-esteem were negatively related to public self- 
consciousness. In addition, results showed that the importance attached to physical 
appearance (i.e. cared more about being good looking) was positively related to public 
self-consciousness. The relationship was stronger for white girls compared to white boys 
and black girls.
Summing up the results of the studies reported, women and young girls are more 
dissatisfied with their body image and attach greater importance to physical appearance. 
As a consequence they appear higher in public self-consciousness and social anxiety and 
lower in global self-esteem than men and young boys. Koff et al (1990) on the other hand 
suggested that although public self-consciousness is higher in women than in men, it is 
too neutral as a construct and therefore is not related to body image at all. However, other 
studies have found a relationship between body-esteem and public self-consciousness. 
These results will be re-examined in the second study of this thesis, which will focus its 
analysis on a range of groups such as older people, overweight people, gays and lesbians. 
Furthermore, as opposed to all the studies reported, the interest in the second study is 
placed on the moderating effect of public self-consciousness and social anxiety in the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. If, for example, the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem is stronger for those groups or
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individuals who appear higher in public self-consciousness and social anxiety, it will 
partially answer the question of who is mostly susceptible to reflected appraisals of 
others. The moderating role of public self-consciousness and social anxiety in the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem has not been addressed in any 
existing study.
5.4 Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem: self discrepancy
When it comes to body image in the Western cultures the general picture can be summed 
in a few words: ‘Thin is in and fat is bad.’ Individuals are constantly bombarded with 
unattainable body image ideals (Owen & Laurel-Seller, 2000) that have also started 
targeting men as well as women. These images can create discrepancies between people’s 
actual body image and their ideal one. Myers and Biocca (1992) suggested that body 
satisfaction in women is particularly related to the discrepancy between their actual and 
their internalized ideal body shape. In a similar vein, Thomas (1989) proposed that 
women’s satisfaction with their body image is formed not only by actual bodily features 
but also by actual and perceived reflected appraisals and by a comparison between their 
real and the societal ideal body image. However, it can be argued that the points 
addressed by Myers and Biocca (1992) and Thomas (1989) can be applied to men and 
women alike. Several other researchers argue that an integral part of body image 
dissatisfaction is the belief or the perception that there is a discrepancy between one’s 
body image and one’s ideal body image (Cash & Green, 1986, Strauman, Vookles, 
Berenstein, Chaiken & Higgins, 1991). It becomes evident from these points that along 
with reflected appraisals, comparisons between one’s real and one’s ideal body image
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have been suggested to be very important in determining body satisfaction. Thus, 
reflected appraisals and self discrepancies seem to be powerful constructs in the 
formation of body-esteem and as such can be significant predictors of body esteem. 
Results from the first study showed that in addition to reflected appraisals, self 
discrepancy had a particularly strong relationship with domain-specific self-esteem.
Several studies have reported an association between self discrepancy and body 
dissatisfaction. Strauman et al (1991) conducted two studies to explore the relationship 
between self-discrepancy, body image dissatisfaction and disordered eating. In the first 
study, 138 female undergraduate students filled in the Selves Questionnaire (Higgins et al 
1986, see chapter 2 for details), a body shape questionnaire consisting of 34 items 
assessing concerns about body shape and appearance, and a 40-item eating attitudes test, 
which measures eating-related attitudes and behaviors. Participants were classified 
according to their Body Mass Index (BMI: the ratio between one’s height and one’s 
weight) score. Results showed that self discrepancy was significantly correlated with both 
body shape and eating attitudes. In addition, regression analysis revealed that BMI and 
self discrepancy were both significant predictors of body shape concerns suggesting that 
subjects with greater self discrepancy and higher BMI scores were more likely to be 
dissatisfied with their body image. The relationship between eating attitudes and self 
discrepancy was moderate. A second study was conducted to replicate and extend the 
findings of the first study in both men and women (64 women and 27 men). Participants 
were also assessed on a 10-item scale assessing binge eating. Results showed that self 
discrepancy was moderately related to the eating attitudes test like in the first study, but
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not to the binge eating scale. This correlation was stronger for women than for men 
suggesting that although self discrepancies are associated with disordered eating and 
body shape concerns more in women they can still be relevant to men.
Heatherton (1993) conducted a study to test the relationship between self discrepancy, 
body dissatisfaction and body-esteem among women who dieted and women who did 
not. The study consisted of 70 participants (mean age 21.6 years). Initially subjects were 
classified as chronic dieters (restrained eaters) and non-dieters (unrestrained) using the 
Restraints Scale (Herman & Polivy, 1980). Participants were asked to choose their 
current and ideal body shape out of 9 body shapes. Participants were also asked to rate 
how satisfied they were with their figure and height in order to examine how dissatisfied 
subjects were with a discrepancy between their real and ideal body image. In addition, 
participants completed a body-esteem sub-scale taken from Heatherton’s and Polivy’s 
(1991) State Self-Esteem Scale. Results showed that there was a significant difference in 
body-esteem and real body shape scores between dieters and non-dieters as the former 
had lower body-esteem and were less satisfied with their real body shape than the latter. 
With regards to the real-ideal body shape discrepancy, participants in general and 
regardless of dieting, reported ideal body shapes that were smaller than their real ones. 
However, between-group comparisons revealed that although approximately half of non­
dieters reported ideal body shapes that were smaller to their real ones, this tendency 
emerged in almost all dieters. In order to provide a proxy o f body dissatisfaction, 
Heatherton created an index from scores on body image satisfaction, on the discrepancy 
between real-ideal body shape, and on the body-esteem scale (a = .79). The index was
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more highly correlated with and was a significant predictor of dietary restraint than were 
any of the individual scales. Results of the index on non-dieters are not reported. 
Although the relationship between self discrepancy and body-esteem are not reported 
either, one could infer that the satisfactory reliability of the index indicates that they were 
related.
Forbes et al (2001) conducted a similar study with 65 male and 141 female undergraduate 
students. Similar to Heatherton’s (1993) study, body satisfaction was assessed by asking 
participants to choose between drawings of different body types. Female participants 
were asked to choose the body type that was similar to their own and the body type they 
would ideally like to have from 9 same-sex body types. Male participants were presented 
with 9 same-sex body types and were asked the same questions as female participants. 
Like in Heatherton’s (1993) study, results showed that the discrepancy between real and 
ideal body shape was significantly greater in women than in men. In order to replicate 
these results and further test the association of self discrepancy with self-esteem, they 
conducted a second study with 438 students. In this study they included the Texas Social 
Behavior Inventory, which measures social self-esteem. In order to capture more global 
feelings of self-worth they added two additional one-item measures of global self-esteem 
(childhood self-esteem: “As a child, I had low self-esteem” -  and present self-esteem: 
“At the present time, I have low self-esteem”). Participants were asked to indicate 
whether they agreed or disagreed on a 7-point scale. Similar to the first study, self 
discrepancy was significantly greater in women than in men. In addition, correlations
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between self discrepancy and social self-esteem, childhood self-esteem and present self­
esteem were all significant for women, whereas they were non-significant for men.
From a brief review of some studies that explored body image satisfaction, self 
discrepancy and self-esteem, it can be seen that body image ideals can be very important 
in determining satisfaction with one’s body, body-esteem and global self-esteem. 
Although the majority of the studies reported consisted of female participants, Forbes et 
al’s (2001) study with both men and women found no significant results regarding the 
male participants. Similar to body-esteem and reflected appraisals, the trend for women 
and overweight individuals to perceive a greater discrepancy between their real and ideal 
body image was evident suggesting that body image dissatisfaction is reflected in the way 
individuals engage in self-evaluation processes. The second study o f this thesis will 
explore further the relationship of self body image discrepancy with body and global self­
esteem in men and women as well as in specific social and age groups.
5.5 Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem: temporal comparisons
In chapter 3 (section 3.3), it was proposed that temporal comparisons can be as important 
as other self-evaluation processes in the formation of global self-esteem. Results of the 
first study showed that although temporal past comparisons had a somewhat ‘weaker’ 
relationship with domain-specific self-esteem than social comparisons, reflected 
appraisals and self discrepancy the relationship was statistically significant. Temporal 
future comparisons on the other hand were not significantly related to domain-specific 
self-esteem. However, temporal comparisons were included in the second study in order
148
to explore their use in depth and test how they differ according to group membership (the 
majority of the studies on temporal comparisons have been focused on young people and 
students). In particular, the inclusion of temporal comparisons in the second study serves 
two main purposes.
Firstly, previous studies have shown that reflected appraisals and self discrepancy play a 
very important role in body image dissatisfaction. However, there is reason to believe 
that temporal past comparisons might also be a very important self-evaluation process 
when individuals evaluate their current body image. For example, in a review of the 
literature on body image in children and young people, Monteath and McCabe (1997) 
suggested that young girls become more dissatisfied with their body image after the age 
of 10 (i.e. as they enter puberty). The main reason is related to major body changes that 
result from entering puberty. It can be argued that one of the reasons that girls become 
dissatisfied is because they are able to monitor or feel these changes through temporal 
past comparisons. Conway and Ross (1984) argued that comparing oneself with a past 
self is one of the most effective ways to assess and monitor changes. Furthermore, it can 
be argued that temporal past comparisons can be more flexible than any other type of 
self-evaluation process with regards to evaluative information about oneself. For 
example, if obese individuals follow a program to help them lose weight, they might not 
be able to perceive positive reflected appraisals or engage in self-enhancing self- ideal 
self comparisons as they are still overweight. However, engaging in temporal past and 
future comparisons might result in a more favorable outcome as they might be able to say 
to themselves: “I may not be thin now, but I am thinner than I was before I started dieting
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and I will be even thinner in the future” (see Dinos, Lyons and Finlay, 2005, for this 
argument in respect to temporal comparisons and chronic conditions). Therefore, 
although it is not suggested that temporal comparisons are necessarily more positive, it 
can be argued that they might be very informative in people’s self-appraisals.
A second reason that temporal comparisons were included in the second study was to 
explore their relevance in groups or individuals who might face reality constraints in 
engaging in self-enhancing temporal past and future comparisons. Temporal comparisons 
theory offers predictions that individuals in general tend to perceive improvement in their 
current selves in comparison to their past selves and they also tend to believe that in the 
future will be even better. As discussed in chapter 3, this is especially true for young 
people (Conway & Ross, 1984; Wayment & Taylor, 1995; Wilson & Ross, 2000) and 
middle-aged adults (Ryff, 1991). However this tendency might not hold for some 
individuals or groups and some domains of evaluation. For example, individuals through 
the ageing process experience a loss and/or deterioration in physical attributes and 
abilities. Hence, it might be difficult to perceive body image improvement from the past 
and it might be almost impossible to believe that their body image will improve in the 
future. Although older individuals could still engage in self-enhancing social 
comparisons and perceive reflected appraisals from significant others as positive, this 
improvement from the past and improvement in the future pattern might not hold for 
them. Although Ryff (1991) has found that older adults tend to report more negative 
temporal past and future comparisons, there is no known research which has tested the 
relationship between these temporal comparisons and self-esteem. Furthermore, it can be
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argued that body image temporal comparisons in old age might be more informative than 
any other self-evaluation process in terms of assessing ones body throughout the life span 
-  an argument that was also made in relation to overweight individuals.
In addition to the scarcity of research on the impact of temporal comparisons on self­
esteem, there are no known studies that have explored body-esteem in relation to 
temporal comparisons. The only study of temporal comparisons that made some 
reference to body-esteem was that of Wilson and Ross (2000). In their study they asked 
21 male and 22 female participants to list self-domains on which they tended to assess 
themselves by making social and temporal comparisons. Participants were then asked to 
rate each of these domains with a plus if comparisons were favorable to the self, with a 
minus if they were unfavorable and with a zero if the direction was neither positive nor 
negative. These domains were then coded into categories. One of the categories that came 
out of the list was physical appearance. Results on temporal comparisons for all domains 
yielded a similar pattern to other studies i.e. participants made significantly more 
downward than upward temporal-past comparisons and significantly more upward than 
downward future comparisons. However, In addition, participants reported significantly 
more social than temporal past and future comparisons in the physical appearance 
domain.
Wilson and Ross’ results suggest that when participants evaluate their physical 
appearance they prefer social to temporal comparisons. The interest in this thesis does not 
center upon a comparison preference, but upon exploring the relationship between body
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image temporal past and future comparisons and body-esteem and further exploring the 
use of temporal comparisons as a function of group membership. As findings from the 
first study suggest, temporal past comparisons are related to domain-specific self-esteem. 
Hence, if the same finding can be replicated across different age and social groups, then it 
is expected that temporal past comparisons will have a negative impact on domain- 
specific self-esteem for older people. In addition, results from the first study found no 
association between temporal future comparisons and domain-specific self-esteem. 
Whether this result can be replicated throughout the life-span and when body image is 
concerned will be explored in the second study.
5.6 The interactive hypothesis: body-esteem and global self-esteem
As described in chapter 2 and 3, James (1890), Rosenberg (1979) and Coppersmith 
(1967) argued that the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem is a 
function of whether the domain in question is personally important. Although results 
have been mixed as most studies have found only weak support and some other studies 
have found no support for this hypothesis, results from the first study of this thesis were 
in favor of James’ original formulation. Whether these results can be replicated using a 
nomothetic measure of importance will be investigated in the second study.
The debate concerning the role of differential importance in the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem can also be found in a few studies that tried to 
link body esteem to global self-esteem. Pliner et al (1990) for example, in their study of 
sex differences (presented in the previous section), speculated that women have lower
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body-esteem than men because they may attach greater importance to physical 
appearance than men. Hence, in a study with 334 female and 305 male subjects, they 
tested this notion by comparing the relationship between global self-esteem and body 
esteem in individuals differing in the importance they attach to physical appearance. 
Besides asking participants to rate the importance they attach to their weight and their 
appearance, they also measured eating attitudes (on a 40-item eating attitudes test) and 
gender role (degree of masculinity and femininity). Their data showed that women 
attached significantly higher importance to physical appearance than men, although 
importance tended to get lower in older individuals. Regardless of sex, the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem was significantly stronger for participants with 
higher femininity scores than participants with lower femininity scores. However, 
regression analysis revealed that body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless 
of the importance attached (i.e. importance X body-esteem was non significant). When 
the same analysis was performed again separately for male and female subjects, results 
revealed that the importance of appearance moderated the relation between body and 
global self-esteem in women but not in men, which led Pliner et al (1990) to suggest that 
importance may be more relevant to the relationship between body and global self-esteem 
in women.
Mendelson, Mendelson and Andrews (2000) conducted a similar study to Pliner et al 
(1990) in a sample of 217 men and women between 17 and 19 years of age. Specifically 
they explored how different physical appearance domains (weight and appearance) may 
be related to global self-esteem, to sex and body mass. To measure global self-esteem
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they used the Self-Perception Profile for College Students (Neeman & Harter, 1986; In 
Mendelson et al 2000), which measures self-esteem in five domains: social acceptance, 
close friendships, romantic relationships, parent relationships and appearance. They also 
tested whether the importance attached to weight moderates the relationship between 
self-esteem and body mass. Finally, they also tested whether the importance attached to 
physical appearance moderates the relationship between body and self-esteem. Hence, the 
hypothesis was that the relationship between body-esteem domains and global self­
esteem will be stronger in those individuals who attach greater individual importance to 
the domains than those who do not. Results revealed that females tended to attach greater 
importance to weight and appearance than did males. Participants who attached high 
importance to weight had lower body and global self-esteem and were more dissatisfied 
with their weight than participants who attached low importance to weight. The same was 
found when the importance of physical appearance was concerned. In addition, 
overweight individuals who attached high importance to weight tended to have lower 
body and global self-esteem. However, the importance attached to weight and appearance 
did not moderate the relationship between body mass and self-esteem and body and 
global self-esteem respectively. Body mass and body-esteem were related to global self­
esteem regardless of the individual importance attached. Although normative importance 
was not tested, the findings led the researchers to suggest that normative importance may 
be more powerful than the individual importance attached in explaining the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem -  an argument that was made in the discussion of 
the results of the first study and which will be tested in the second study.
154
In summary, studies that have attempted to investigate the role of importance in the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem have found mixed results. The results 
of the first study of this thesis supported the differential importance hypothesis using 
idiographic domains. In the second study participants will be asked to report the 
importance they attach to a pre-selected (body image) as opposed to an idiographic 
domain. However, the role of normative importance (i.e. the importance people think 
other people attach to an attribute or a domain) will be also explored to test the prediction 
that normative importance can be more important than or as important as individual 
importance in explaining the relationship between body and global self-esteem. Therefore 
in addition to how important body image is to them, participants will also be asked to 
report how important they think body image is to other people (significant and 
generalized others). Individual and normative importance will be explored in different 
groups to test whether they differ according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age and 
further test their moderating effect (if any) in the relationship between body and global 
self-esteem.
5.7 Summary
As empirical evidence suggests, some groups such as heterosexual women, gay men and 
overweight individuals may appear particularly dissatisfied with their body image. 
Furthermore, self-evaluation processes in different groups are expected to be reflective of 
body-esteem differences. For example, those groups who appear lower in body-esteem 
will expect to report more negative reflected appraisals and temporal comparisons and 
perceive a greater discrepancy between their real and ideal self. In addition, group
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differences are also expected to be evident in the importance attached to body image. For 
example, it may be that those groups who appear more dissatisfied with their body image 
attach significantly higher importance relative to those groups who appear more satisfied. 
Along these lines, those groups who attach higher individual importance, engage in more 
negative self-evaluation processes and appear more dissatisfied with their body image 
may also believe that body image is important to other people and society in general. This 
belief may impact on their body-esteem at some cost to their self-esteem. These 
possibilities will be explored in the second study.
The main differences from the first study is the focus on a pre-selected domain of the self 
(i.e. body-esteem), where participants will be asked to report the importance they attach 
to their body image with the addition of the importance they think other people 
(significant and generalized) attach to body image (normative importance). The 
moderating role of normative and individual importance in different groups is one of the 
basic objectives of the second study. A further objective of the second study is related to 
the use of self-evaluation processes. In the first study the interest was placed on the 
comparative strength of the relationship between different types of self-evaluation 
processes and domain-specific self-esteem. In the second study, the interest revolves 
around the use of self-evaluation processes in particular groups and their relationship 
with body-esteem according to group membership (e.g. overweight and older 
individuals). The objectives and the hypotheses of the second study are described in more 
detail in the introduction of chapter 6.
156
Chapter 6:
Seeing oneself ‘in flesh’ -  Body image self-evaluations and global self-esteem
6.1 Overview
James (1890), Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith (1979) suggested that those domains 
which individuals consider more personally important have a stronger relationship with 
global evaluations of self-worth compared to those domains which are of less importance. 
Contrary to the majority o f studies that either failed to link individual importance to self­
esteem (e.g. Hoge & McCarthy 1984; Marsh, 1986; Pelham & Swann 1989; Lachowicz- 
Tabaczek 1998; Farmer et al., 2001), results of the first study were supportive of the 
differential importance argument. In addition to individual importance, normative 
importance was also related to global feelings of self-worth as those domains that were 
reported as unimportant for the individual but were thought of as important to other 
people were still related to global self-esteem. With regards to self-evaluation processes, 
it was found that social and temporal past comparisons, reflected appraisals and self 
discrepancy were related to domain-specific self-esteem. Reflected appraisals tended to 
have the strongest relationship with domain-specific self-esteem. On the other hand, 
temporal past comparisons had a somewhat weaker relationship with domain-specific 
self-esteem but it was still significant. Temporal future comparisons on the other hand, 
were not related to domain-specific self-esteem. As discussed, many of the results of the 
first study may be sample dependant (i.e. students). The present study aims to extend the 
discussion of self-evaluation processes, domain-specific and global self-esteem to other 
groups in order to form a better picture of how psychological processes relate to self­
esteem in different and divergent social and age groups.
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As described in chapter 5, some groups such as women, gay men and overweight 
individuals have been found to be particularly dissatisfied with their body image. 
Although body image dissatisfaction has different meaning for different groups (e.g. 
women tend to prefer thinner body figure and gay men tend to prefer a thinner and a more 
muscular body figure), there may also be differences in the importance different groups 
attach to their physical appearance. For example, empirical evidence suggests that 
heterosexual women attach greater importance to their physical appearance than 
heterosexual men, whereas overweight individuals tend to attach lower importance to 
their physical appearance than average weight individuals. On the other hand, Rosenberg 
(1979) proposed that when individuals perceive a domain to have a negative impact on 
their life, a possible response is to acknowledge the negative impact but attach less 
importance to it (i.e. selectivity hypothesis). Similar arguments can be found in the 
stigma literature. For example, Crocker et al (1999) and Camp et al (2002) suggested that 
negative self-evaluations on a specific domain of the self do not necessarily relate to low 
global self-esteem in general. Amongst other suggestions, it has been argued that 
stigmatized individuals may lower the importance they attach to a domain that they are 
‘ less good’ at; and on the other hand attach higher importance to domains of the self that 
they feel more competent at and therefore maintain positive self-evaluations. Taking 
together these propositions, overweight individuals in this study will be expected to 
attach lower importance to their body image than their average weight counterparts. 
Although empirical evidence is scarce, the same argument may be applicable to older 
individuals as well. It can be argued that as individuals get older it becomes more
6.2 The interactive hypothesis as applied to different groups
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‘difficult’ to engage in positive body image self-evaluations. Arguably, body image in 
older individuals is susceptible to stigmatization as ageing bodies are largely stigmatized 
in western societies. Therefore, one would expect that as people get older they lower the 
importance they attach to their physical appearance, whereas they start valuing other 
domains of the self (e.g. health). These possibilities will be tested in this study.
Regardless of how important is a domain of the self to the individual, it has been 
suggested that normative importance (i.e. how important individuals think a domain is to 
society in general) may be more powerful than individual importance in explaining how a 
particular domain is related to global feelings of self-worth. This may be particularly true 
for body image in some groups. Empirical evidence suggests that at least in western 
cultures physical appearance is valued very highly resulting in social pressure to conform 
to body image ideals. Moreover, some groups may be under particular pressure to 
conform to body image ideals or social norms of physical appearance than others. For 
example, it has been suggested that heterosexual women, gay men and younger 
individuals may be under particular social pressure to conform to body image ideals. As a 
consequence, these groups may attach higher normative importance to body image than 
their sex, sexuality and age counterparts.
In addition to looking for differences in the individual and normative importance 
different groups attach to physical appearance, an aim of the present study is to explore 
the interactive hypothesis in different groups. Although the interactive hypothesis refers 
mainly to the individual importance attached to physical appearance and its impact on the
159
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem, the present study will 
extend the interactive hypothesis and test also the moderating role of normative 
importance in the relationship between body and global self-esteem. In particular, 
following the interactive hypothesis argument, the higher the individual and the 
normative importance attached to physical appearance the stronger the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem. Results of the first study were supportive of the 
interactive hypothesis. However, domains that were rated as unimportant by the 
participants were still related to domain-specific self-esteem, which as argued was related 
to the fact that these domains were thought- to be important to other people in general. In 
the first study, participants idiographically reported domains of high individual and 
normative importance, whereas in the present study they were asked to rate the individual 
and normative importance attached to physical appearance. Although one of the main 
reasons that the first study found supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis and 
normative importance may lie in the use of an idiographic measure of importance, in this 
study the role of individual and normative importance were tested using a nomothetic 
measure on a pre-selected domain of the self. Although most studies who failed to 
support the interactive hypothesis used similar measures (e.g. asked participants to rate 
the importance they attach to a pre-selected domain of the self), the present study asked 
participants from different groups to evaluate their physical appearance. The groups were 
classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. It can be argued that there 
will be differences in the way individuals from different groups evaluate their physical 
appearance and the meanings they attach to it (e.g. importance). Therefore, it is expected 
that there will be a high between group variability in the question of importance, which
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may be reflected in the relationship between body and global self-esteem (i.e. interactive 
hypothesis).
6.3 The use of self-evaluation processes in different groups
A further aim of this study relates to the use of self-evaluation processes. One of the main 
objectives of the first study was to test the relative strength o f the relationship between 
different types of self-evaluation processes (i.e. reflected appraisals, social and temporal 
comparisons, self discrepancy) and domain specific self-esteem. In the present study as 
opposed to comparing different types of self-evaluation processes, the focus is on some 
specific self-evaluation processes (i.e. reflected appraisals, temporal comparisons and self 
discrepancy) in order to add evidence on how these processes relate to domain-specific 
self-esteem in different groups.
Findings of the first study showed that reflected appraisals had the strongest relationship 
with domain-specific self-esteem compared to social and temporal comparisons and self 
discrepancy. In the present study, the use of reflected appraisals will be explored further 
in different groups. It is expected that those groups who are susceptible to negative body 
image self-evaluations will engage in relatively negative reflected appraisals. Milkie 
(1999) has argued that one of the main reasons that some groups are particularly pre­
occupied and as a consequence more dissatisfied with their body image is largely related 
to the fact that they believe they are viewed negatively by others or that others have 
specific expectations of what they should look like (e.g. thinner). However, as Crocker et 
al (1999) have suggested that it is mainly those individuals who rely more on reflected
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appraisals that should be more affected. The present study aims to explore the use of 
reflected appraisals in different groups and examine some of the psychological processes 
that may influence the relationship between reflected appraisals of body image and body- 
esteem. Results of the first study showed that public self-consciousness moderated the 
relationship between reflected appraisals of significant others and domain-specific self­
esteem in the unimportant domains. Public self-consciousness and its moderating role 
will be re-investigated in the present study. Similarly, as discussed in the previous 
chapter, social anxiety, which is a concept related to public self-consciousness, is also 
expected to moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. It 
can be argued that the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem will be 
even stronger for those individuals who appear higher in public self-consciousness and 
social anxiety and therefore are more concerned with impression management and with 
how they are perceived by others.
In order to gain further understanding into how reflected appraisals are related to feelings 
of self-worth, a further aim of the present study is to explore whether individuals or 
specific groups can discount the impact of reflected appraisals. It can be argued that 
reflected appraisals theory presents individuals as passive recipients o f the views of other 
people. In that sense, individuals who happen to ‘ carry’ a negative evaluation (e.g. body 
image in obese and older individuals) should be unable to ‘escape’ negative reflected 
appraisals and as a consequence have a negative sense of self in the domain in question. 
However, Rosenberg (1965) found that black children do not necessarily have a lower 
racial esteem than white children. Although they may be aware of the negative
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stereotypes, they do not agree with them and as a consequence they do not have a low 
racial esteem. A similar argument was made by Milkie (1999) who found that black girls 
were not affected by body image ideals because they did not agree with them and because 
they believed they were applicable to the white western culture. The present study will 
explore this proposition further and test whether the level of agreement with others, 
namely whether or not one agrees with reflected appraisals, moderates the relationship 
between reflected appraisals and body esteem. Thus, it is expected that when people do 
not agree with what they think other people think of them, the relationship between 
reflected appraisals and body-esteem will be weaker. Finally, the present study will 
examine the groups or individuals that different groups refer to when they engage in 
reflected appraisals. As discussed earlier, previous research has used putative others in 
order to explore the use of reflected appraisals in people’s self-conceptions. Similar to the 
first study, the present study has left the question open. It is expected that different social 
and/or age groups (e.g. gay men compared to heterosexual men) will focus on different 
groups and/or people when they engage in reflected appraisals.
As stated earlier, a further type of self-evaluation process that will be investigated in the 
present study is self discrepancy. As described in chapter 5, body image dissatisfaction is 
partly derived from socially defined ideal body image standards. As a consequence, 
body-esteem should vary as a function of these self discrepancies. Although the majority 
of the studies reported consisted of female participants, the present study will explore 
further the relationship between self discrepancy and body-esteem in men and women as 
well as in specific social and age groups. If self discrepancy is particularly relevant to
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body image self-evaluations (as suggested by various researchers in chapter 5), it should 
then be expected that those groups who have been found to be particularly dissatisfied 
with their body image (e.g. heterosexual women, gay men, younger and overweight 
individuals) will perceive a significant discrepancy between their actual and ideal body 
image. One may hypothesize that as individuals grow older and subsequently move 
further from the ideal body image (which is mostly related to youth) they will perceive a 
significant discrepancy between their actual and ideal body image. On the other hand, it 
may be that body ideals as defined by western cultures have different meanings and 
structures in older age and therefore older individuals use different referent ideals to 
compare their actual body image which ‘protect’ them from overly negative self 
discrepancies. These possibilities will be explored in this study
Finally, results from the first study showed that temporal past comparisons had a 
significant relationship with domain-specific self-esteem although they tended to be 
mainly positive i.e. people perceived improvement from the past and believed that they 
would keep on improving in the future. In addition, temporal future comparisons were not 
related to self-esteem. Past research has mainly focused on the use of temporal 
comparisons in younger individuals and has not accounted for the role of temporal 
comparisons in other groups and especially those who may be ‘unable’ to engage in self­
enhancing or positive temporal comparisons. One may hypothesize for example that this 
self-enhancing pattern will not hold for some social and age groups whose reality 
constraints might make them unable to engage in such temporal comparisons e.g. older 
individuals when comparing their present body image to a past and to a future one. Thus,
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the present study will test the use of temporal past and future comparisons and further test 
the relationship between temporal comparisons and body-esteem in different groups.
6.4 Summary of the objectives and hypotheses of the study 
Hypotheses o f group membership
This study will explore differences in the relationship between self-evaluation processes, 
body-esteem and global self-esteem as well as in individual and normative importance 
attached to physical appearance in groups classified according to sex, sexual orientation, 
weight and age. In particular, following the literature review in chapter 5, it is 
hypothesized that:
Sexual orientation and sex (conti'ollingfor weight)
• Heterosexual men will have higher body-esteem than heterosexual women, gay men 
and lesbians
• Heterosexual men will engage in more positive reflected appraisals and perceive a 
smaller self -  ideal self discrepancy than heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians
• Heterosexual men will attach less individual importance to body-image than 
heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians
• Heterosexual men will appear lower in public self-consciousness and social anxiety 
than heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians
• No hypotheses with regards to global self-esteem, temporal comparisons, normative 
importance and agreement with others are formed as there is no reason to expect any 
differences as a function of sex and sexual orientation
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Weight (as measured by the ratio o f height and weight, using the Body Mass Index
classification)
• Average weight participants will have higher body-esteem and global self-esteem 
than overweight participants
• Average weight participants will engage in more positive reflected appraisals and 
perceive a smaller self -  ideal self discrepancy than overweight participants
• In line with Rosenberg’s (1982) selectivity hypothesis, overweight participants will 
attach less individual importance to body image than average weight participants
• Average weight participants will appear lower in public self-consciousness and social 
anxiety than overweight participants
• No hypotheses with regards to temporal comparisons, normative importance and
agreement with others are formed as there is no reason to expect any differences as a
function of weight
Age (controlling for weight)
• Younger participants will have higher body-esteem than older participants
• Younger participants will engage in more positive reflected appraisals, temporal past
and future comparisons and will also perceive a smaller self -  ideal self discrepancy 
than older participants
• In line with Rosenberg’s (1982) selectivity hypothesis, older participants are expected 
to attach less individual importance to body-image than younger participants
166
• With regards to global self-esteem, normative importance, public self-consciousness, 
social anxiety and agreement with others, no hypotheses of direction are formed as 
there are no reasons to expect differences as a function of age
Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem
As described in the introduction, an objective of the present study is to explore:
• The relationship between reflected appraisals, self discrepancy, temporal comparisons 
and body-esteem in groups classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and 
age
Furthermore and with regards to reflected appraisals a further objective o f the study is to
explore:
• The moderating role of public self-consciousness between reflected appraisals and 
body-esteem as a function of sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
• The moderating role of social anxiety between reflected appraisals and body-esteem 
as a function of sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
• The moderating role o f level of agreement with others between reflected appraisals 
and body-esteem as a function of sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
• The groups or people that people refer to when they engage in reflected appraisals as 
a function of sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
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Following Rosenberg’s (1965) interactive hypothesis and the results of the first study, the 
present study will explore:
• The moderating role of individual importance between body-esteem and global self­
esteem as a function of sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
• The moderating role of normative importance between body-esteem and global self­
esteem as a function o f sex, sexual orientation, weight and age
6.5 Method
Participants and procedure
The sample consisted of 527 participants, of which 235 were male and 292 were female. 
The ages ranged from 13 to 88 years old (M=33 years old, SD=14.7, range = 75). The 
research was introduced as a questionnaire study of people’s views about their body- 
image. No information was given to the participants about self-esteem and/or self- 
evaluation processes. Approximately half of the questionnaires were completed face-to- 
face either in small groups or individually, whereas the other half were completed on the 
internet (questionnaire can be seen in appendix 2). The face-to-face questionnaires were 
completed by people selected by using either snowball sampling or targeting specific 
groups (e.g. older people). In particular, 70% of the older participants (>=50yrs) were 
recruited from the University of 3rd Age. With regards to the rest of the groups, snowball 
sampling techniques were used. The average time for the completion of the face to face 
questionnaire was 30 minutes, although in some cases it was approximately 45 minutes. 
Participants had the option to provide a contact address at the end o f the questionnaire
Interactive hypothesis and normative importance
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that would be used to notify them for the results. If participants wished to be notified they 
had to detach the address from the questionnaire and hand it in to the researcher 
separately for anonymity purposes.
The internet was used mainly to gather responses from some specific hard-to-reach social 
groups. A message explaining the study as survey on body image was placed on message 
boards of specific official sites (see appendix 2, introduction to the questionnaire). The 
message had a link to a web site hosted by the University of Surrey 
rwww.surrev.ac.uk/psvchologv/researchT Participants clicked on the link, which directed 
them to an information page. The information page explained the study in more detail. 
Similar to face-to-face questionnaires, no information about self-esteem and self- 
evaluation processes was given. Participants were then asked to click enter at the end of 
the page if they wished to continue. At the end of the questionnaire participants were 
instructed to click submit. After their questionnaire had been submitted, participants were 
directed into a final page thanking them for the participation and asking them to provide 
contact details if they wanted to be notified of the results. Contact details were kept 
separate. All answers on the questionnaires were pre-coded. Each answer on each 
questionnaire was received as a numeric value on an excel spreadsheet. Almost 50% of 
the overweight individuals were recruited online through weight discussion sites. Gay 
and lesbian life style sites were used to recruit 60% of the gay and lesbian participants. 
Finally, 30% of the older people were recruited from senior websites aimed at bringing 
older people together through message boards or addressing “issues” related to the older 
age. Details about each group (e.g. sex, age, etc) are given in the result sections.
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‘Internet-mediated research’ (IMR) has gained a lot of attention over the past decade. A 
major debate in IMR has been the extent to which samples drawn from the internet are 
non-biased and representative. For the purpose of this thesis the procedure of collecting 
the data on the internet followed the ‘sampling principles of good practice in IMR’, the 
‘procedures for maximizing levels of researcher control’ and finally the ‘ ethical 
guidelines in internet research’ (see Hewson, 2003 for guidance on IMR). For example, 
information about the participants’ demographics was gathered in order to assess the 
nature of the sample. In addition, and in order to validate the procedures, both off-line 
and online samples were compared on a key variable (global self-esteem) using a t-test. 
The test was non-significant [t(524) = -.527, n.s], suggesting that the two samples did not 
differ in their responses. Furthermore, information such as IP address, date and time of 
response was gathered in order to control for multiple submissions. After the submission 
of the responses, participants were provided with a ‘debrief page, and contact details of 
the researcher. Finally, participants were given the option to provide their e-mail 
addresses if they wanted a report on the results of the study.
Measures
Demographics: In order to create groups according to sexual orientation, participants 
were asked to indicate their sex and sexual orientation (heterosexual, mostly 
heterosexual, bisexual, mostly gay or lesbian, gay or lesbian, not sure). Participants also 
reported their weight (either in kilograms or pounds) and their height (either in 
centimetres or inches). This information was then used to calculate Body Mass Index
Internet mediated research
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scores. Finally, participants reported their age in years, their nationality, and their 
profession (open ended questions).
Body-esteem was assessed by using the Body Esteem Scale (BES; Franzoi & Shields, 
1984). This is a 35-item instrument that assesses satisfaction with different parts of the 
body and face. Each item refers to a specific body or facial part, and respondents are 
instructed to rate their feelings about each item on a 5-point Likert scale (“very satisfied” 
to “very dissatisfied”). Research has revealed three different intercorrelated dimensions 
of body esteem for women and three different intercorrelated dimensions of body esteem 
for men. Subscale scores for women reflect evaluations of body parts related to sexual 
attractiveness, weight concern, and physical condition. Subscales for men reflect 
evaluations of body parts related to physical attractiveness, physical condition and upper- 
body strength. An overall body esteem score can be calculated by summing across all 
items, with higher scores indicating higher body-esteem (i.e. greater satisfaction with 
one’s body). For the purpose of the present study 25 items of the original scale were 
selected. The ‘physical condition’ subscale was excluded as the present study is focused 
on body-image/physical appearance self-evaluations.
Public self-Consciousness Scale: Two subscales of the self-consciousness scale were 
used (Fenigstein et al., 1975). Public Self-Consciousness was the same scale used in the 
first study, whereas Social Anxiety (defined as a discomfort in the presence of others) 
was measured by an additional 6-item subscale. Participants were asked whether the six
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items were characteristic or uncharacteristic to themselves. A 5-point Likert scale was 
used ranging from “extremely uncharacteristic” to “extremely characteristic” of the self.
Global Self-Esteem was assessed using Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item Global Self-Esteem 
Scale (1965).
Self discrepancy measure: This scale was designed for the present study and respondents 
were asked to rate the discrepancy between their actual and ideal self-views on their body 
image and their facial appearance (following Body-Esteem Scale that includes facial and 
body characteristics). Responses were reported on 5-point Likert scale and ranged from 
“very short of my ideal body image/facial appearance” to “by and large like my ideal 
body image/facial appearance” .
Temporal comparisons: This scale was designed for the present study. Respondents 
indicated if their body image and their facial appearance were better or worse at present 
in relation to how they were in the past and in relation to how they thought they would be 
in the future. A 7-point Likert scale was used ranging from “much better than I was in the 
past” to “much worse than I was in the past” for temporal past comparisons. Similarly, 
temporal future comparison responses ranged from “much better than it is now” to “much 
worse than it is now.”
Importance o f body image to the self to significant and to generalised others. 
Respondents were asked to indicate how important their body image and their facial
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appearance were to themselves on a 7-point scale ranging from “extremely important” to 
“extremely unimportant” . In addition, participants were asked to indicate how important 
they thought body image and facial appearance were for their significant others and for 
other people in general on a 7-point scale ranging from “extremely important” to 
“extremely unimportant” .
Reflected appraisals: Participants were asked to indicate how they thought their 
significant and generalized others (if they had an opinion) would rate their body and 
facial features using the original Body-Esteem Scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984) on a 5- 
point Likert scale ranging from “very positively” to “very negatively.”
Agreement with significant and generalized others: Participants were asked to state 
whether they agreed with how they thought significant and generalised others rated their 
body and facial appearance using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to 
“strongly disagree” .
Significant others: In order to test who the significant others were, participants were 
asked to think of the person or group whose judgment of their body is the most important 
to them and indicate their gender, age, type of relationship as well as how well these 
significant others knew them. In addition, participants were asked whether these 
significant others were also significant in regard to their facial appearance. If not, 
participants were asked the same questions again about their significant others for 
judgements of facial appearance.
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of significant and generalized others, global self-esteem, social anxiety and public self-
consciousness. Specifically:
• Global self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965): negatively worded items were reversed 
and all the 10 items were summed to create an overall global self-esteem scale (alpha 
= .91).
• Public self-consciousness scale (Feningstein, 1975): the 7 items were summed.to 
create an overall public self-consciousness scale (alpha = .85).
• Social anxiety scale (Feningstein, 1975): the 6 items were summed to create an 
overall social anxiety scale (alpha = .72).
• Body-esteem scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984) consisted of 25 items. All items were 
summed to create a body-esteem scale (alpha = .92).
• Reflected appraisals. This scale was based on the initial body-esteem by Franzoi & 
Shields (1984). However, this time participants had to rate how positively or 
negatively their significant and generalized others would rate them. Items were 
summed to create two body-esteem scores of significant and generalized others 
scales. The two scales were found to be inter-correlated (r = .75, p ~ 0), meaning that 
participants’ answers on the two scales were very similar. Alpha for reliability for all 
50 items was .98 and therefore scores from the two scales were summed to create an 
overall reflected appraisals scale from significant and generalized others.
Derived variables
A s  described earlier, four scales were used. These were body-image, reflected appraisals
174
In addition to the scales, some variables were created by merging scores on several
questions. In particular, the following variables were created:
• Temporal past comparisons: the scores on the questions where participants reported 
their comparisons between their current and past selves regarding their body and 
facial appearance were summed to form a body image temporal past comparisons 
variable (r = .72, p < .001).
• Temporal future comparisons: the scores on the questions where participants 
reported their comparisons between their current and future selves regarding the body 
and facial appearance were summed to form a body image temporal future 
comparisons variable (r = .77, p < .001).
• Self discrepancy: the scores on the questions where participants reported the 
discrepancy between their real and ideal body and face were summed to form a self 
discrepancy variable (r = .71, p < .001).
• Individual importance: the scores on the questions where participants reported the 
importance they attach to their body image and facial appearance were summed to 
create the individual importance variable (r = .83, p < .001),
• Normative importance: the scores on the questions where participants reported the 
importance they thought significant and generalized others (4 items) attach to body 
image and facial appearance were summed to create the normative importance 
variable (alpha = .81)
• Level of agreement with others: the scores on four questions asking participants to 
rate how much they agreed with what they think their significant and generalized
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others think of their body image and facial appearance, were summed to form an 
agreement with others variable (a = .82).
• Body Mass Index (BMI): the BMI formula was used to calculate BMI scores 
according to participants’ height and weight. BMI classifies individuals into 
underweight, average weight, overweight, obese, severely obese. Higher numbers 
represent higher body mass.
Data screening
After the variable creation and prior to analysis, all the variables were examined for
normal distributions. Normality was found to be satisfactory in all cases. In total, 11
variables were used for the analysis. These were:
• Global self-esteem
• Body-esteem
• Social anxiety
• Public self-consciousness
• Reflected appraisals
• Temporal past comparisons
• Temporal future comparisons
• Self discrepancy
• Individual importance
• Normative importance
• Agreement with others
176
The table below shows the number of participants who provided a score on each variable 
as well as the mean values and the standard deviations:
6.6 Results
Table 14Number of participants, mean values, standard deviations, and range for each variable
Variables N Mean SD Range Scale range
Body-esteem 543 80.40 16.25 93 25-125
Reflected appraisals 526 159.71 34.44 200 50-250
Public self-consciousness 538 25.13 5.46 28 7-35
Social anxiety 538 18.90 5.07 25 6-30
Global self-esteem 542 33.86 8.18 39 10-50
Temporal past comparisons 541 8.04 3.12 12 2-14
Temporal future comparisons 540 9.13 2.60 12 2-14
Self discrepancy 542 4.61 1.52 6 2-14
Individual importance 543 9.83 2.27 12 2-14
Normative importance 526 20.6 3.5 20 4-36
Agreement with others 526 14.3 2.8 16 4-36
6.6.1 Testing the hypotheses o f  group membership: Sex and sexual orientation
For this analysis the general sample was split into four groups according to their sexual 
orientation and sex. These were: heterosexual males and heterosexual females with 100 
(M=36 years, SD=17.1) and 210 (M=34 years, SD=16.1) participants in each group 
respectively, and gay men and lesbians with 116 (M = 28.1 years, SD=11.7) and 78 (M =
30.1 years, SD=9.5) participants in each group respectively. Initially an ANOVA was 
carried out to test possible weight differences in the four groups. The test was significant 
[F(3, 456)= 6.6, p ~ 0]. Pairwise comparisons using the Bonferroni correction method 
revealed that lesbians (M=2.1) had significantly higher BMI scores than heterosexual 
males (M=1.7), heterosexual females (M=1.7), and gay men (M=1.4).
Having found a significant difference between lesbians and the rest of the groups on BMI 
scores and in order to test whether the groups differ on the variables of analysis as a 
function of sexual orientation and sex, MANCOVA (multivariate analysis of covariance)
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analysis was performed controlling for Body Mass differences. The reason that body 
mass was selected as a covariate was in order to exclude any effects caused by actual 
weight. The results are presented in table 15 below:
Table 15Analysis of variance as a function of sexual orientation and controlling for BMI (raw means are given in brackets)
Heterosexual male 
(n=92)
Heterosexual 
female (n—193)
Gay men (n=105) Lesbians (n=75) Level o f  
significance Eta2
Variables Adj M SD Adj M SD Adj M SD Adj M SD P<
Global self­
esteem
35.3
(35.3)
7.5 34.6
(34.6)
7.9 32.4
(32.7)
8.5 31.8
(31.4)
8.8 .01 .025
Body-esteem 86.5
(86.5)
16.1 79.8
(79.8)
16.8 76.9
(78.3)
13.6 79.4
(76.9)
17.3 ~ 0 .044
Reflected
appraisals
164.1
(164.2)
30.7 162.2
(162.1)
35.4 153.7
(157.5)
29.6 156.3
(149.8)
35.5 n.s. -
Past
comparisons
8.0
(8)
2.7 7.7
(7.6)
3.2 8.5
(8.9)
3.0 8.2
(7.5)
3.3 n.s. -
Future
comparisons
8.7
(8.7)
2.6 9.1
(9.1)
2.6 9.4
(9.3)
2.6 9.1
(9.2)
2.4 n.s. -
Self
discrepancy
5.0
(5.1)
1.5 4.5
(4.6)
1.5 4.2
(4.3)
1.3 4.8
(4.7)
1.7 ~ 0 .037
Individual
importance
9.3
(9.3)
2.3 10.0
(10.1)
2.1 9.8
(10)
2.3 9.9
(9.6)
2.1 n.s. -
Normative
importance
20.3
(20.3)
2.0 20.4
(20.4)
2.3 20.9
(21)
2.2 21.7
(21.6)
2.2 .05 .020
Public self- 
consciousness
23.4
(23.5)
5.7 25.3
(25.3)
5.3 25.8
(26)
5.1 25.2
(25.1)
5.5 .01 .024
Social anxiety 17.8
(17.8)
4.7 18.6
(18.6)
5 19
(19)
4.7 21.0
(21.1)
5 .005 .034
Agreement 
with others
14.6
(14.5)
2.3 14.4
(14.5)
2.7 14.4
(14.2)
2.8 13.3
(13.5)
3.4 .05 .018
Wilks’ A = .82, F (33,1367) = 3.1, p ~ 0
Eta2 = .068
The Wilks’ Lamda of .82 is significant [F(33, 1367) = 3.1, p ~ 0] indicating that the 
hypothesis that adjusted group means on the dependent variables are the same for the 4 
groups can be rejected. The multivariate Eta2 = .068 indicates 7% of multivariate variance
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of the dependent variables is associated with sexual orientation and sex, controlling for 
body mass differences. The reported p-values on the MANCOVA output do not take into 
account that multiple ANCOVAs have been conducted. For this reason and in order to 
control for Type I error a traditional Bonferroni procedure was adopted and each 
ANCOVA was tested at the .005 level (.05 divided by the number of ANCOVAs 
conducted, .05/11). Therefore, univariate ANCOVAs (table 15), indicate that the adjusted 
means for scores on global self-esteem, reflected appraisals, temporal past and future 
comparisons, individual and normative importance, public self-consciousness and 
agreement with others did not differ according to group membership and after controlling 
for body mass (as they exceeded the .005 level). On the other hand, univariate 
ANCOVAs for body-esteem [F(3, 474)=7.2, p ~ 0], self discrepancy [F(3, 474)=6.1, p ~ 
0], and social anxiety [F(3, 474)=5.5, p <.005j suggest a significant effect of sex and/or 
sexual orientation, controlling for body mass.
Having found that 3 ANCOVAs were significant, pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni 
correction method across the 3 dependent variables were tested at the .005 level (see 
appendix 2ii for pair-wise comparisons table). With regards to body-esteem and in 
support of the hypothesis, heterosexual men had significantly higher body-esteem than 
heterosexual women and gay men (p < .005). Regarding self discrepancy, pairwise 
comparisons revealed that heterosexual men differed significantly from gay men as the 
former perceived a significantly smaller discrepancy than the latter. Finally, pairwise 
comparisons for social anxiety revealed that lesbians were significantly more socially
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anxious than both heterosexual men and women but not significantly different from gay
men.
6.6.2 Weight groups
Using the standard BMI classification 246 participants were classified as normal weight 
(118 male and 128 female, M = 30 years, SD=13.6), and 248 participants were 
overweight/obese (99 male and 149 female, M = 35 years, SD=14.8). A MANOVA test 
was carried out to test possible differences in the two groups. An additional 21 
participants fell into the underweight category and were excluded from the analysis.
Table 16Analysis of variance as a function of BMI
Average weight 
(n=242)
Overweight
(n=245)
Level o f  significance 
P< Eta2
Adj M SD Ad jM SD
Global self-esteem 34.4 8.0 33.3 8.2 n.s. -
Body-esteem 84.5 15.1 76.0 16.0 ~0 .070
Reflected appraisals 171.0 32.7 149.6 31.7 ~0 .092
Temporal past comparisons 8.9 2.7 7.0 3.1 ~0 .095
Temporal future comparisons 9.0 2.4 9.3 2.7 n.s. -
Self discrepancy 4.8 1.4 4.4 1.5 .005 .019
Individual importance 10.1 2.3 9.4 2.1 ~0 .026
Normative importance 20.8 3.5 20.5 3.1 n.s. -
Public self-consciousness 25.6 5.4 24.6 5.4 .05 .008
Social anxiety 18.6 4.9 19.1 5.1 n.s. -
Agreement with others 14 2.7 14.6 2.7 .05 .008
Wilks’ A = .81, F(ll, 475)=10.1, p~0 
Etn1 = .19
The Wilks’ Lamda of .80 was significant [F(l 1, 475) = 10.1, p~0] indicating that overall 
the variables had significant differences as a function of body mass. The multivariate Eta2 
= .19 indicates 19% of multivariate variance in the dependent variables is associated with 
body mass. Univariate ANOVAs (table 16) indicated that the means for scores on global 
self-esteem, temporal future comparisons, normative importance, public self­
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consciousness, social anxiety and level of agreement did not differ according to group 
membership (as they exceed the .005 level, .05/10). On the other hand, univariate 
ANOVAs for body-esteem [F(l, 485)=36.6, p~0], reflected appraisals[F(l, 485)=49.2, 
p~0], temporal past comparisons[F(l, 485)=51.1, p~0], self discrepancy [F(l, 485)=9.1, 
p<.005] and individual importance [F(l, 485)=12.7, p~0] suggested a significant effect of 
weight.
To sum up, the results presented in table 16 revealed that the normal weight as opposed to 
the overweight group had significantly higher body-esteem, engaged in significantly 
more positive reflected appraisals and temporal past comparisons, perceived a smaller 
discrepancy between their real and ideal body image and attached greater individual 
importance to body-image.
6.6.3 Age groups
Three age groups in total were formed. The first group was 29 years of age and below 
and consisted o f 248 people in total (119 male and 167 female, M=22.1, SD=4.4). The 
second group was between 30 and 49 years of age and consisted of 158 participants (69 
male and 89 female, M=36.8, SD=5.4). The last group was between 50 and 88 years of 
age and consisted of 98 participants (47 male and 51 female, M=62, SD=8.1). Initially an 
ANOVA was carried out to test possible weight differences in the 3 groups. The test was 
significant [F(2, 489)= 25.3, p~0]. Pairwise comparisons using the Bonferroni correction 
method revealed that the youngest group (M=1.4) had significantly lower BMI scores
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than the middle age group (M=1.7) and the eldest group (M=1.7). The middle age group 
did not differ from the eldest group according to BMI.
In order to test exclude any differences caused by body mass differences, a MANCOVA 
analysis was performed controlling for body mass. The results are presented in table 17 
below:
Table 17
Analysis o f variance as a function o f age and controlling for BMI (raw means are presented in brackets)
29<=
(n=248)
30-49 yrs 
(n=158)
50>=
(n=98)
Level o f  
significance Eta2
Adj M SD Adj M SD Adj M SD P<
Global self-esteem 32.1
(32.5)
8.4 35
(34.4)
7.8 37.5
(37.1)
7.0 ~ 0 .056
Body-esteem 77.2
(78.8)
16.3 82.8
(80.7)
16.4 86.5
(84.8)
15.4 ~ 0 .047
Reflected appraisals 156.4
(160.2)
36.1 160.4
(155.4)
33.4 169.8
(166)
28.3 .007 .020
Past comparisons 8.5
(8.7)
2.9 8.1
(7.7)
3.0 6.1
(5.8)
2.7 ~ 0 .073
Future comparisons 9.8
(9.7)
2.4 9.0
(9.1)
2.3 6.8
(6.9)
2.6 ~ 0 .156
Self discrepancy 4.4
(4.5)
1.5 4.7
(4.6)
1.5 4.7
(4.6)
1.5 n.s. -
Individual importance 10.2
(10.3)
2.3 9.4
(9.3)
2.1 9.1
(9)
1.8 ~ 0 .036
Normative importance 21.2
(21.2)
3.4 20.3
(20.4)
3.2 19.1
(19.1)
2.9 ~ 0 .044
Public self- 
consciousness
26.4
(26.3)
5.3 24.3
(24.3)
5.2 22.1
(22)
4.7 ~ 0 .077
Social anxiety 19.9
(19.7)
5.0 18.4
(18.7)
4.6 16.4
(16.5)
5.1 ~ 0 .058
Agreement with others 14.3
(14.2)
2.9 14.2
(14.3)
2.6 14.3
(14.4)
2.5 n.s -
Wilks’ A = .69, F(22,992)=8.0, p ~ 0 
Eta1 = .17
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The Wilks’ Lamda of .69 was significant [F(22, 992) = 8.0, p~0] indicating that the 
hypothesis that group means on the dependent variables are the same for the 3 groups can 
be rejected. The multivariate Eta2 = .17 indicates 17% of the multivariate variance of the 
dependent variables is associated with age, controlling for body mass differences. 
Univariate ANCOVAs (table 17) indicate that the adjusted means for scores on reflected 
appraisals, self discrepancy and agreement with others do not differ according to age and 
after controlling for weight (as they exceed the .005 level, .05/10). On the other hand, 
univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(2, 506)= 15.1, p~0], body-esteem [F(2, 
506)=12.5, p~0], temporal past [F(2, 506)=20, p~0] and future [F(2, 506)=46.6, p~0] 
comparisons, individual [F(2, 506)=9.3, p~0] and normative [F(2, 506)=11.7, p~0] 
importance, public self-consciousness [F(2, 506)=21.1, p~0] and social anxiety [F(2, 
506)=15.6, p~0] suggest a significant effect of age, controlling for body mass.
Having found that 8 ANCOVAs were significant, pairwise comparisons were tested at the 
.005 significance level (Bonferroni correction method; see appendix 2ii for pair-wise 
comparisons table). Most of the differences were found between the younger and the 
older groups. In particular, and contrary to the hypothesis of this study, younger 
compared to older participants had significantly lower global and body-esteem. On the 
other hand, and in support of the hypothesis of this study, younger as compared to older 
participants engaged in significantly more positive temporal past and future comparisons, 
and attached significantly more individual and normative importance to body image. In 
addition, younger as compared to older participants appeared significantly higher in 
public self-consciousness and social anxiety. Pairwise comparisons between the middle
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and the older groups revealed that older participants engaged in significantly more 
negative temporal past and future comparisons. There were no significant differences 
between younger and middle age groups. Having found that the vast majority of the 
significant differences occurred between the younger and the older groups, subsequent 
analysis was conducted between these two age groups.
6.6.4 Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem
As described in the introduction, a further objective of the present study was to explore 
the relationship between reflected appraisals, self discrepancy, temporal comparisons and 
body-esteem in different groups (e.g. sex, sexual orientation, weight and age). The 
analysis was performed by regressing body-esteem (DV) on reflected appraisals, 
temporal comparisons, self discrepancy and BMI (IVs). In order to control for weight, 
BMI was added as an independent variable in the regression analyses for sex, sexual 
orientation and age. The results of regressions as well as the intercorrelations of the 
variables of analysis are presented separately for sex and sexual orientation, weight and 
age below.
Sex and sexual orientation 
Table 18Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in heterosexual men (Pearson’s r)
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .669** .112 -.240* .463**
Reflected .669** - .228* -.138 .473**
appraisals
Past .112 .228* .411** .146
comparisons
Future -.240* -.138 .411** - -.030
comparisons
Self discrepancy .463** .473** .146 -.030 -
**p<.001, *p < .005
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Table 19Regression of body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in heterosexual men
I Vs* Standardizedbeta T P<
Reflected appraisals .561 6.338 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .047 .522 n.s
Temporal future comparisons -.178 -2.102 .05
Self discrepancy .190 2.268 .05
BMI .066 .836 n.s
F(5,92) = 18.7, R=.71I, RJ=.505, Adj RJ=.478, p~ 0
* Dependent variable: Body-esteem
The regression for heterosexual men was significant at the p ~ 0 level. Reflected 
appraisals, temporal future comparisons and self discrepancy were significantly related to 
body-esteem in heterosexual men, controlling for BMI scores. Temporal past 
comparisons, on the other hand, were not significantly related to body-esteem. All 
independent variables accounted for 50% of the variability in body-esteem in 
heterosexual men.
Table 20Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in heterosexual women (Pearson’s r)
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .730** .429** -.150* .600**
Reflected .730** - .425** -.042 .537**
appraisals 
Past comparisons .429** .425** .150* .333**
Future comparisons -.150* -.042 .150* - -.061
Self discrepancy .600** .537** .333** -.061 -
** p < .001, *p < .005
Table 21Regression of body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in heterosexual women
IVs* Standardized T P<beta
Reflected appraisals .521 9.363 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .127 2.483 .05
Temporal future comparisons -.132 -2.906 .005
Self discrepancy .263 5.1 ~0
BMI -.044 -.897 n.s
F(5,196) = 69.5,R=.800,R^.640, Adj RJ=.630, p~0 
* Dependent variable: Body-esteem
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The regression for heterosexual women was significant at the p ~ 0 level. All different 
types of self-evaluation processes were significantly related to body-esteem in 
heterosexual women, controlling for weight. Furthermore, scores on reflected appraisals, 
temporal comparisons and self discrepancy accounted for 64% of the variability in body- 
esteem.
Table 22Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in gay men (Pearson’s r)
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .736** .256** .068 .542**
Reflected .736** - .240* -.125 .458**
appraisals
Past .256** .240* .288** .137
comparisons
Future .068 -.125 .288** - .035
comparisons
Self discrepancy .542** .458** .137 .035 -
**p<.001, *p < .005
Table 23Regression of body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in gay men
IVs* Standardizedbeta T P<
Reflected appraisals .604 8.778 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .058 .857 n.s
Temporal future comparisons -.037 -.590 n.s
Self discrepancy .250 3.707 ~0
BMI -.082 -1.275 n.s
F(5,110) = 34, R=.779, RJ=.607, Adj R^.590, p ~ 0 
* Dependent variable: Body-esteem
The regression for gay men was significant at the p ~ 0 level. However, only reflected 
appraisals and self discrepancy were significantly related to body-esteem in gay men. 
Temporal past and future comparisons were not significantly related to body-esteem. 
Scores on the independent variables of the analysis accounted for 61% of the variability 
in body-esteem in gay men controlling for body mass.
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Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in lesbians (Pearson’s r)
Table 24
Body- Reflected Past Future Self
esteem________appraisals______comparisons comparisons discrepancy
Body-esteem - .623** .435** .092 .710**
Reflected .623** - .370** .066 .490**
appraisals
Past .435** .370** . .407 ** .409**
comparisons
Future .092 .066 .407** .083
comparisons 
Self discrepancy .710** .490** .409** .083 •
* * p < .0 0 1 ,  * p <  .005
Table 25
Regression o f body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in lesbians
IV s* Standardized
beta
T P<
Reflected appraisals .371 3.753 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .125 1.277 n.s
Temporal future comparisons -.012 -.134 n.s
Self discrepancy .500 5.282 ~0
BMI .089 .996 n.s
F (5 , 61) =  19.8, R - .7 8 7 , R 2= .6 1 9 , A d j R 2= .5 8 8 , p ~ 0
* D ep en d en t va riab le : B ody -esteem
The regression for lesbians was significant at the p ~ 0 level. Similarly to gay men, only 
reflected appraisals and self discrepancy were significantly related to body-esteem in 
lesbians, whereas temporal past and future comparisons were not significant. In addition, 
scores on the independent variables accounted for 62% o f the variability in body-esteem 
in lesbians controlling for body mass.
Weight 
Table 26
Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in average weight individuals 
(Pearson’s r) ______ _______________________________________________________________________
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .706** .229** -.049 .567**
Reflected .706** - .263** .097 .501**
appraisals
Past .229** .263** _ .337 ** .121
comparisons
Future -.049 .097 .337** - .040
comparisons
Self discrepancy .567** .501** .121 .040 -
** pc.001,' *p<-005
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Table 27
Regression o f body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in average weight individuals
IVs* Standardized
beta
T P<
Reflected appraisals .552 11.116 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .099 2.167 .05
Temporal future comparisons -.148 -3.336 .001
Self discrepancy .284 5.872 -0
F ( 4 ,24 0 ) =  83 .1 , R = .7 6 2 , R ^ .5 8 1 ,  A d j R J= .5 7 4 , p  ~  0 
* D ep enden t variab le : B ody -esteem
The regression for average weight participants was significant at the p ~ 0 level. All the 
independent variables were significantly related to body-esteem in average weight 
participants. In particular, reflected appraisals and self discrepancy were significant at the 
p ~ 0 level, whereas temporal past comparisons were significant at the p < .05 and 
temporal future comparisons were significant at the p < .001 level. Scores on the 
independent variables accounted for 58% o f the variability in body-esteem in average 
weight participants.
Table 28
Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in overweight individuals
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .654 ** .284** .096 .584**
Reflected .654** - .233** -.057 .461**
appraisals
Past .284** .233** .304** .283**
comparisons
Future .096 -.057 .304** - -.071
comparisons
Self discrepancy .584** .461** .283** -.071 -
* * p < .0 0 1 ,  *p <  .005
Table 29
Regression o f body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in overweight individuals
IVs* Standardized
beta
T p<
Reflected appraisals .473 9.518 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .101 2.061 .05
Temporal future comparisons -.076 -1.625 n.s
Self discrepancy .333 6.569 ~0
F ( 4 ,24 2 ) =  70 .8 , R = .7 3 4 , R *= .539, A d j R J= .5 3 2 , p  ~  0
* D ep en d en t va riab le : B ody -esteem
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The regression for overweight participants was significant at the p ~ 0 level. Similar to 
average weight participants, reflected appraisals and self discrepancy were significantly 
related to body-esteem in overweight participants. In addition, temporal past comparisons 
were significantly related to body-esteem, whereas temporal future comparisons were 
non-significant. Scores on the independent variables o f the analysis accounted for 54% of 
the variability in body-esteem in overweight individuals.
Age
Table 30
Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem with each other in the younger 
group ( <2 9yrs) ____________________________________________________________________________
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Self
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .747 ** .335** -.065 .589**
Reflected .323** .052 .508**
appraisals
Past .335** .323** .129* .213**
comparisons
Future -.065 .052 .129* -.076
comparisons 
Self discrepancy .589** .508** .213** ■ o —3
 
CN
** p c .0 0 1 ,  * p c ,005
Table 31
Regression of body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in the younger group ( <2 9yrs)
IVs* Standardized
beta
T P<
Reflected appraisals .581 13,205 ~ 0
Temporal past comparisons .088 2.229 .05
Temporal future comparisons -.084 -2.267 .05
Self discrepancy .266 6.331 ~0
BMI -.040 -1.011 n.s
F ( 5 ,277) =  1 0 0 .2 ,R = .8 0 3 ,R * = .6 4 4 , A d j R *= .638, p ~ 0  
*  D ep en d en t variab le : B ody -esteem
The regression for the younger group was significant at the p -  0 level. All the 
independent variables were significantly related to body-esteem in this group. In 
particular, reflected appraisals and self-discrepancy were significant at the p ~ 0 level,
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whereas temporal past and future comparisons were significant at the p < .05 level. 
Scores on the independent variables accounted for 64% of the variability in body-esteem, 
controlling for body mass.
Table 32
Relationship between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem with each other in the older group 
(>50 yrs)______________________________________________________________________________________
Body-
esteem
Reflected
appraisals
Past
comparisons
Future
comparisons
Seif
discrepancy
Body-esteem - .629 ** .436** -.063 .581**
Reflected .629** - .460** .016 .553**
appraisals
Past .436** .460** .341** .463**
comparisons
Future -.063 .016 .341** .183
comparisons 
Self discrepancy .581** .553** .463** .183
** p <  ,001 , *p <  .005
Table 33
Regression of body-esteem on self-evaluation processes in the older group (>50 yrs)
IVs* Standardized
beta
T
Reflected appraisals .347 3.273 .005
Temporal past comparisons .145 1.359 n.s
Temporal future comparisons -.151 -1.580 n.s
Self discrepancy .347 3.322 .001
BMI -.106 -1.140 n.s
F ( 5 ,88) =  19 .8 , R = .7 8 7 , R 2= .6 1 9 , A d j R 2= .5 8 8 , p  ~  0 
* D ep en d en t va riab le ; B ody -esteem
Finally, the regression for the older group was significant at the p ~ 0 level. As opposed 
to the younger group, only reflected appraisals and self discrepancy were significantly 
related to body-esteem in the older group. Temporal past and future comparisons were 
not significant. Scores on the independent variables accounted for 62% o f the variability 
in body-esteem, controlling for body mass.
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To sum up, all regression analyses were significant at the p ~ 0 level. Self-evaluation 
processes accounted for most o f the variability in body-esteem in younger participants 
(64%) and for the least variability in heterosexual men (50%). Results on the relationship 
between self-evaluation processes and body-esteem in all the aforementioned groups 
revealed that reflected appraisals was related to body-esteem in all groups at the p < .001 
level. Looking at the strength o f the relationship between reflected appraisals and body- 
esteem, there were no significant differences according to sex, sexuality and weight. On 
the other hand, r to z transformations applying Fisher’ s formula revealed that the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem was significantly stronger in 
younger than in older participants (z=1.82, p < .05) suggesting that younger individuals 
tend to rely more on evaluative information from reflected appraisals. Results on 
temporal past comparisons and body-esteem revealed that the relationship was evident in 
all the groups (at p < .001 level) apart from heterosexual and gay men suggesting that 
men rely less on temporal comparisons than women when they evaluate their body 
image. Temporal future comparisons were negatively related to body-esteem in 
heterosexual men and women only (p < .005). Self-ideal discrepancy was significantly 
related to body-esteem in all groups at the p < .001 level without any significant 
differences in the strength o f the relationship in different groups.
Summary o f the regression analyses findings
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6.6.5 The moderating role of public self-consciousness and social anxiety 
As described in the introduction of this chapter, a further objective o f  the present study 
was to explore the moderating role o f public self-consciousness (PSC) and social anxiety 
(SA) between reflected appraisals (RA) and body-esteem in groups classified according 
to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. Following the guidelines o f Baron and Kenny 
(1986) as well as o f Jaccard, Wan and Turrisi (1990) on testing for moderating effects the 
analysis was performed by centering PSC, SA and RA (by subtracting the means from the 
actual scores) and creating an interaction variable between PSC and RA (moderator) and 
an interaction variable between SA and RA (moderator).
The two moderator variables were tested in separate regression analyses according to sex, 
sexual orientation, weight and age. Body-esteem was regressed on RA, PSC and 
PSCxRA to explore the moderating role o f PSC, whereas body-esteem was regressed on 
RA, SA and SAxRA to explore the moderating role of SA between reflected appraisals 
and body-esteem. With the exception o f weight groups, in all group analyses BMI was 
included in the equation in order to partial out body mass differences that could influence 
the moderating effects. The results for each moderator and group are presented in the 
following sections.
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Sex and sexual orientation
Table 34
Public self-consciousness as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
sex and sexual orientation
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Reflected appraisals .705 8.694 ~0
Public self- -.146 -1.829 n.s
consciousness
PSCxRA .112 1.369 n.s
BMI .070 .911 n.s
F (4 , 92) =  22 .8 , R = .7 0 6 , R 2= .4 9 8 , A d j R 2= .4 7 6 , p  ~ 0
Heterosexual females
Reflected appraisals .633 12.449 ~0
Public self- -.224 -4.743 ~0
consciousness
PSCxRA .022 .463 n.s
BMI -.158 -3.157 .005
F ( 4 ,198) =  73 .3 , R = .7 7 3 , R ^ .5 9 7 ,  A d j R 2= .5 8 9 , p  ~ 0
Gay men
Reflected appraisals .710 11.092 ~0
Public self- -.138 -2.065 .05
consciousness
PSCxRA .038 .604 n.s
BMI -.160 -2.381 .05
F ( 4 ,110) =  34 .7 , R = .7 4 7 , R *= .558, A d j R 2= .5 4 2 , p ~ 0
Lesbians
Reflected appraisals .582 4.815 ~0
Public self- -.140 -1.381 n.s
consciousness
PSCxRA .070 .618 n.s
BMI .055 .513 n.s
F (4 , 63) =  11 .1 , R = .6 4 5 , R 2= .4 1 6 , A d j R 2= .3 7 8 , p  ~  0
♦D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
As table 34 shows, regression analyses were significant at the p ~ 0 level for all groups. 
However, the interaction between public self-consciousness and reflected appraisals was 
not significantly related to body-esteem in any o f the groups. These results suggest that 
public self-consciousness did not moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals 
and body-esteem. Public self-consciousness was significantly related to body-esteem in 
heterosexual women and gay men regardless o f reflected appraisals scores. Furthermore, 
BMI had an additional significant effect in heterosexual women and gay men.
Social anxiety as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to sex and 
sexual orientation_______________________________________________________________________________
Table 35
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Reflected appraisals .697 8.153 ~0
Social anxiety -.040 -.491 n.s
SAxRA .023 .277 n.s
BMI .065 .833 n.s
F (4 , 92) =  20 .9 , R = .6 9 1 , R 2= .4 7 7 , A d j R 2= .4 5 4 , p  ~  0
Heterosexual females
Reflected appraisals .651 12.370 ~0
Social anxiety -.155 -3.223 .001
SAxRA -.045 -.959 n.s
BMI -.123 -2.418 .05
F ( 4 , 198) =  66 .5 , R = .7 5 7 , R ^ .5 7 4 ,  A d j R 2= .5 6 5 , p  ~  0
Gay men
Reflected appraisals .711 10.371 ~0
Social anxiety -.098 -1.463 n.s
SAxRA -.077 -1.162 n.s
BMI -.132 -2.030 .05
F ( 4 ,1 1 0 ) =  3 4 .1 , R = .7 4 4 , R 2~ 5 5 3 ,  A d j R 2= .5 3 7 , p  ~  0
Lesbians
Reflected appraisals .607 5.225 ~0
Social anxiety -.313 -3.139 .005
SAxRA -.110 -.992 n.s
BMI .038 .373 n.s
F (4 , 63) =  13 .9 , R = .6 8 8 , R 2= .4 7 4 , A d j R 2= .4 4 0 , p  ~  0
^D ependen t variab le : B o d y -esteem
Similar to public self-consciousness, regression analyses were significant at the p ~ 0 
level. The interaction between social anxiety and reflected appraisals was not 
significantly related to body-esteem in any o f the groups, suggesting that social anxiety 
was not a moderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. Social anxiety had a 
significant relationship with body-esteem in both heterosexual women and lesbians 
regardless o f scores on reflected appraisals. Similar to public self-consciousness BMI had 
an additional significant effect in heterosexual women and gay men.
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Weight
Table 36
Public self-consciousness as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
weight__________________________________________________________________________________________
IV s* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Reflected appraisals .691 15.350 ~0
Public seif- -.162 -3.226 .001
consciousness
PSCxRA .051 1.015 n.s
F (3 ,238 ) =  87 .7 , R = .7 2 5 , R ^ .5 2 5 ,  A d j R ^ .5 1 9 ,  p  ~  0
Overweight
Reflected appraisals .614 13.030 ~0
Public self- -.233 -4.847 ~ o
consciousness
PSCxRA .009 .195 n.s
F ( 3 ,243) =  7 8 .5 , R = .7 0 2 , R 2= .4 9 2 , A d j R 2= .4 8 6 , p  ~  0 
♦ D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
Table 37
Social anxiety as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to weight
IV s* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Reflected appraisals .682 14.693 ~0
Social anxiety -.102 -2.092 .05
SAxRA -.031 -.648 n.s
F (3 ,238 ) =  84 .7 , R = .7 1 9 ,R 2= .5 1 7 , A d j R 2= .5 1 0 , p ~ 0
Overweight
Reflected appraisals .628 12.518 -0
Social anxiety -.197 -3.823 ~0
SAxRA -.092 -1.793 n.s
F (3 , 243 ) =  7 2 .4 , R = .6 8 7 , R 2= .4 7 2 , A d j R 2= .4 6 6 , p  ~  0 
♦ D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
Regression analyses were significant at the p ~ 0 level for both average and overweight 
participants. However, similar to sex and sexual orientation, the interaction variables 
between public self consciousness and reflected appraisals as well as social anxiety and 
reflected appraisals were not significantly related to body-esteem in any o f  the groups. 
These results suggest that public self-consciousness and social anxiety did not moderate 
the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. Finally, both public self-
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consciousness and social anxiety were significantly related to body-esteem in both groups 
regardless o f scores on reflected appraisals.
Age 
Table 38
Public self-consciousness as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
age_____________________________________________________________________________________________
IV s* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Reflected appraisals .699 16.374 ~0
Public self- -.114 -2.747 .01
consciousness
PSCxRA .003 .072 n.s
BMI -.094 -2.299 .05
F (4 ,277) =  97 .8 , R = .7 6 5 , R 2= .5 8 6 , A d j R 2= .5 8 0 , p  ~  0
Older group
Reflected appraisals .561 4.790 ~0
Public self- -.138 -1.430 n.s
consciousness
PSCxRA -.040 -.327 n.s
BMI -.133 -1.455 n.s
F ( 4 ,85) =  13.8, R = .6 5 9 , R 2= .4 3 5 , A d j R 2= .4 0 3 , p  ~  0
♦ D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
Table 39
Social anxiety as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to age
IV s* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Reflected appraisals .694 16.097 ~0
Social anxiety -.127 -3.144 .001
SAxRA -.020 -.496 n.s
BMI -.085 -2.094 .05
F (4 ,277 ) =  99 .1 , R = .7 6 7 , R ^ .5 8 9 ,  A d j R 2= .5 8 3 , p  ~ 0
Older group
Reflected appraisals .443 4.603 ~0
Social anxiety -.045 -.506 n.s
SAxRA -.316 -3.260 .005
BMI -.137 -1.579 n.s
F (4 , 72) =  17.9, R = .7 0 6 , R 2= .4 9 9 , A d j R 2= .4 7 1 , p ~  0
♦D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
Regression analyses were significant for both groups. Similar to the other groups of 
analysis (i.e. sex, sexual orientation and weight), the interaction between public self­
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consciousness and reflected appraisals was not significantly related to body-esteem in the 
younger and older groups. On the other hand, the interaction between social anxiety and 
reflected appraisals was significantly related to body-esteem in the older group only. This 
result suggests that social anxiety moderated the relationship between reflected appraisals 
and body-esteem in the older group. Standardized beta score suggests that the higher the 
social anxiety scores the weaker the relationship between reflected appraisals and body- 
esteem in the older group. Finally, an additional significant effect o f  BMI was found in 
the younger group only.
Summary o f the results
To sum up, results revealed that public self-consciousness did not moderate the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem in any o f  the groups of the 
analysis. Public self-consciousness was negatively related to body-esteem regardless of 
reflected appraisals. However, the relationship between public self-consciousness and 
body-esteem was evident in heterosexual women, average weight, overweight and 
younger participants. On the other hand, social anxiety moderated the relationship 
between reflected appraisals and body-esteem in the older participants only suggesting 
that the higher the social anxiety the weaker the relationship between reflected appraisals 
and body-esteem. In heterosexual women, lesbians, average weight, overweight and 
younger participants social anxiety was negatively related to body-esteem regardless of 
score 011 reflected appraisals.
197
A  further objective o f  the study was to explore the moderating role o f the level of 
agreement with others (AG) between reflected appraisals (RA) and body-esteem 
according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. This analysis was performed by 
centering AG (by subtracting the mean from the actual score) and creating an interaction 
variable between AG and RA (moderator). Body-esteem was regressed on RA, AG and 
AGxRA in all the groups o f analysis to explore the moderating role o f agreement with 
others between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. The results for each group are 
presented in the tables below:
Sex and sexual orientation
6.6.6 The moderating role of agreement with others
Table 40
Agreement with others as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
sex and sexual orientation ____________________________________________ ___________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Reflected appraisals .676 8.411 ~0
Agreement with others -.052 -.673 n.s
AGxRA .162 2.136 .05
BMI .054 .702 n.s
F ( 4 ,93) =  21 .7 , R = .6 9 5 , R 3= .4 8 3 , A d j R 2= .4 6 1 , p ~ 0
Heterosexual females
Reflected appraisals .627 12,675 -0
Agreement with others .146 3.218 .005
AGxRA .247 5.306 ~0
BMI -.127 -2.602 .01
F ( 4 ,199) »  79 .2 , R = .7 8 4 , R *= .614, A d j R J= .6 0 6 , p  ~  0
Gay men
Reflected appraisals .751 12.550 ~ o
Agreement with others 1 >—* o -1.785 n.s
AGxRA .211 3.514 .001
BMI -.086 -1.427 n.s
F (4 , 111) -  44 .1 , R = .7 8 3 , R *= .614, A d j  R J= .60 0 , p ~ 0
Lesbians
Reflected appraisals .651 6.632 ~0
Agreement with others .184 1.851 n.s
AGxRA .406 4.243 ~0
BMI .045 .462 n.s
F ( 4 ,63) =  1 7 .3 ,R - 7 2 6 , R 2= .5 2 8 , A d j R J= .4 9 7 , p ~ 0 
♦D ependen t variab le : B ody -esteem
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Regression analyses for sex and sexual orientation were significant at the p ~ 0 level. As 
the table above shows, in support o f the hypothesis o f the present study the interaction 
variable between agreement with others and reflected appraisals was significantly related 
to body-esteem in all groups. These results suggest that agreement with others moderated 
the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. In particular, the 
standardized beta scores suggest that the more participants agreed with what they thought 
other people think o f them, the stronger the relationship between reflected appraisals and 
body-esteem. BMI had an additional significant effect in heterosexual women suggesting 
that in addition to the level o f agreement, higher body mass has an additional significant 
effect on body-esteem (i.e. the higher the BMI the lower the body-esteem).
Weight 
Table 41
Agreement with others as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
weight__________________________________________________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Reflected appraisals .714 16.497 ~0
Agreement with others .075 1.728 n.s
AGxRA .228 5.308 ~0
F ( 3 ,241) =  101.1 , R = ,7 4 7 , R 2= .5 5 7 , A d j R 2= 5 5 2 ,  p ~ 0
Overweight
Reflected appraisals .563 11.612 ~0
Agreement with others .097 1.849 n.s
AGxRA .304 5.495 ~0
F ( 3 ,2 4 4 ) « 7 8 .9 ,  R = .7 0 2 , R 2= .4 9 3 , A d j R 2= .4 8 6 , p ~ 0
♦D ependen t variab le: B o d y -esteem
Similar to sex and sexual orientation, regression analyses for average and overweight 
participants were significant at the p ~ 0 level. Furthermore, agreement with others 
moderated the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem in both groups 
suggesting that the moderating role o f agreement with others is similar in average weight 
and overweight participants.
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Age
Table 42
Agreement with others as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
age_________________________________________________________________________ __
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Reflected appraisals .682 17.101 ~0
Agreement with others .103 2.715 .01
AGxRA .201 5.200 ~0
BMI -.091 -2.295 .05
F (4 ,280) =  109.7, R=.781, R 2=.611, Adj R 2=.605, p ~  0
Older group
Reflected appraisals .571 6.387 ~0
Agreement with others .128 1.436 n.s
AGxRA .297 3.446 .001
BMI -.133 -1.546 n.s
F (4 , 82) =  17 .8 , R = .7 0 5 , R 2= .4 9 7 , A d j R 2= .4 6 9 , p  ~  0 
♦D ependen t variab le: B o d y -esteem
Finally, regression analyses for the younger and the older group were significant at the p 
~ 0 level. Similar to sex, sexual orientation and weight, the interaction between 
agreement with others and reflected appraisals was significantly related to body-esteem in 
both the younger and the older group. Thus, agreement with others moderated the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem in a similar fashion to all the 
other groups (i.e. higher level o f  agreement was related to a stronger relationship between 
reflected appraisals and body-esteem). BMI had an additional significant effect in the 
younger group suggesting higher body mass is negatively related to body-esteem.
Summary o f the results
To sum up, in support o f the hypothesis o f this study agreement with others moderated 
the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem suggesting that the more 
individuals agree with what they think others think o f them the stronger the relationship 
between reflected appraisals and body-esteem.
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As the results so far suggest, reflected appraisals were related to body-esteem regardless 
o f group membership. Furthermore, results on group differences revealed that differences 
in reflected appraisals may occur especially when different weight groups are concerned. 
The data were analyzed descriptively in terms o f group membership/relationship, sex and 
age o f the significant others in the whole sample, whereas chi-squares were performed to 
test possible relationships between significant others and group membership. Descriptive 
tables with percentages o f the frequency with which participants referred to their 
significant others can be seen below. As table 43 shows, the majority o f significant others 
for the whole sample were friends (28.7%), partners (22.4%), or the general public 
(22.9%). These significant others were mostly o f the same age (39.2%) or o f all ages 
(41.3%). An important finding was that when participants reported the general public as 
their significant other they also reported the sex and age o f the general public suggesting 
that when participants referred to the general public they still had a picture of who this 
group consists of. A further interesting finding was that very often participants reported 
that they either did not know their significant others well or they did not know them at all 
(table 45) suggesting that significant others are not necessarily people that one knows 
and/or interacts with.
6.6.7 Exploring who this other is
Table 43
Relationship and age o f significant others for the whole sample
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.0% 1.3% 2.1% 4.2% 8.6%
Partner(s) 3.8% 4.4% 10.3% 3.8% 22.4%
Friend(s) 2.1% .6% 13.0% 13.0% 28.7%
Work or educational colleagues .6% .4% 3.4% 3.8% 8.2%
Acquaintances 1.0% .4% 3.1% 3.4% 7.8%
General public 2.1% 1.3% 7.1% 12.4% 22.9%
Other .4% .2% .2% .6% 1.3%
Total 10.9% 8.6% 39.2% 41.3% 100.0%
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Table 44
Relationship and sex o f significant others for the whole sample
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 1.7% 2.1% 4.8% 8.6%
Partner(s) 14.3% 7.1% 1.0% 22.4%
Friend(s) 9.8% 7.5% 11.5% 28.7%
Work or educational colleagues 1.7% 1.5% 5.0% 8.2%
Acquaintances 2.1% 2.7% 3.1% 7.8%
General public 7.5% 6.1% 9.4% 22.9%
Other .2% .4% .8% 1.3%
Total 37.3% 27.3% 35.4% 100.0%
Table 45
Level of relationship and age o f significant others for the whole sam ple
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Knows me very well 5.2 4.6 15.9 8.4 34.1
Well 2.3 2.3 12.3 15.3 32.2
Not well 2.1 1.3 6.3 10.7 20.5
Not at all 1.1 0.4 4.6 7.1 13.2
Total 10.7 8.6 39.1 41.6 100.0
Sex and sexual orientation
Further analysis was conducted in groups classified according to sex and sexual 
orientation to test relationships between reported significant others and group 
membership (i.e. sex and sexual orientation). Chi-square tests showed that there was a 
statistically significant relationship between sex, sexual orientation and reported 
significant others. In particular, the majority o f significant others for heterosexual and 
gay men were their friends (37.8% and 33.9% respectively), for heterosexual women 
were their partners (24.3%), and for lesbians were their friends and the general public 
(30.2%). The general public was also significantly more reported by gay men and 
lesbians, whereas family was significantly less reported by gay men and lesbians. 
Furthermore there was a statistically significant relationship between sex, sexual 
orientation and the sex o f the significant others. In particular, looking at the sex of 
significant others, these were mostly people o f the opposite sex (60% and 50.8%
respectively) for heterosexual men and women, whereas for gay men and lesbians were 
mostly people of the same sex (57.1% and 57.1% respectively). Although the 
questionnaire asked participants to report the level o f the relationship (i.e. how well do 
their significant others know them) and the age o f significant others, no statistical test 
were carried out to test their relationship with sex and sexuality as there was no rationale 
behind it. However, further information about the significant others for gay men and 
lesbians can be found in appendix 2ii.
Table 46
Relationship with significant others in groups classified according to sex and sexual orientation
Heterosexual
male
Heterosexual
female
Gay men Lesbians Total
Family 7.1% (7) 14.6% (30) 3.5% (4) 3.2% (2) 8.9% (43)
Partner(s) 17.3% (17) 24.3% (50) 20% (23) 30.2% (19) 22.6% (109)
Friend(s) 37.8% (37) 23.3% (48) 33.9% (39) 20.6% (13) 28.4% (137)
Work or educational 11.2% (11) 9.7% (20) 7% (8) 3.2% (2) 8.5% (41)
colleagues
Acquaintances 7.1% (7) 6.8% (14) 8.7% (10) 12.7% (8) 8.1% (39)
General public 19.4% (19) 21.4% (44) 27% (31) 30.2% (19) 23.4% (113)
100% (98) 100% (206) 100% (115) 100% (63) 100% (482)
X2(5,N =  482) =  33.5, p <  .005
Table 47
Sex of significant others in groups classified according to sex and sexual orientation
Heterosexual Heterosexual Gay men Lesbians Total
male female
Male(s) 10% (7) 50.8% (84) 57.1% (90) 14.3% (4) 36.4% (185)
Female(s) 60% (57) 16.9% (30) 3.6% (3) 57.1% (48) 31.2% (138)
Both 30% (35) 32.3% (95) 39.3% (23) 28.6% (15) 32.5% (168)
Total 100% (99) 100% (209) 100% (116) 100% (67) 100% (491)
X2(6,N =  491) = 226.1, p ~  0
Weight
Although it might not sound very interesting exploring the significant others o f average 
weight participants as they do not necessarily represent a specific social category, it is
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interesting to see these results in comparison to the results o f the overweight participants. 
Chi-square was significant suggesting that there is a relationship between weight and 
relationship with significant others. As table 48 shows, average weight participants 
tended to refer significantly more frequently to their friends (32.5%), whereas the 
overweight participants tended to refer to both friends (24.3%) and partners (23.9%). 
Furthermore, the family is a category that becomes significantly more salient in the 
overweight participants (14.8% as opposed to 3.3% in the average weight group). An 
interesting finding is that the general public was significantly less reported as a 
significant other from the overweight group (19.8%) than for the average weight group 
(27.9%) suggesting that overweight participants relied more on those reflected appraisals 
from family, partners and friends, than from the general public. The relationship between 
weight and sex, age, level o f  relationship was not explored as there was no reason to 
expect an association. However, more information with regards to the significant others 
of the average weight and overweight groups can be found in appendix 2ii.
Table 48
Relationship with significant others in groups classified according to weight
Average weight Overweight Total
Family 3.3% (8) 14.8% (36) 9.1% (44)
Partner(s) 21.7% (52) 23.9% (58) 22.8% (110)
Friend(s) 32.5% (78) 24.3% (59) 28.4% (137)
Work or educational colleagues 7.9% (19) 7.4% (18) 7.7% (37)
Acquaintances 6.7% (16) 9.9% (24) 8.3% (40)
General public 27.9% (67) 19.8% (48) 23.8% (115)
Total 100% (240) 100% (243) 100% (483)
XJ(5,N =  483) =  25.6, p ~ 0
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Age
Further statistical analysis was conducted to explore any significant relationships between 
the age of the participants and the age o f and relationship with their significant others. 
Both chi-square tests were significant. In particular, as tables 49 and 50 show, the 
significant others for the younger group are mostly friends (34%), the general public 
(27%) and partners (22%) of the same age (46.2%) or o f all ages (38.1%). As people 
grow older partners (14.9%) and the general public (13.6%) are significantly less 
reported, whereas friends is one o f the most frequently reported category (29.7%). 
Looking at the age o f the significant others o f the older group, only 1.3% o f them were 
older, whereas the majority was people o f all ages (56.6%). More tables with regards to 
the significant others (e.g. sex) o f younger, middle aged and older individuals can be 
found in appendix 2ii. The reason they are not reported here is because there is not a 
particular rationale for expecting a relationship between the age o f participants and the 
sex o f significant others.
Table 49
Relationship with significant others in groups classified according to age
Younger Older Total
Family 4.6% (13) 18.9% (14) 7.6% (27)
Partner(s) 22% (62) 14.9% (11) 20.5% (73)
Friend(s) 34% (96) 29.7% (22) 33.1% (118)
Work or educational colleagues 5.7% (16) 13.5% (10) 7.3% (26)
Acquaintances 6.7% (19) 6.8% (5) 6.7% (24)
General public 27% (76) 13.6% (12) 24.7% (88)
Total 100% (282) 100% (74) 100% (356)
X2(5,N = 356) =  25.3, p ~ 0
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Table 50
Age of significant others in groups classified according to age
Younger Older Total
Younger 4.9% (14) 18.4% (14) 7.7% (28)
Older 10.8% (31) 1.3% (1) 8.8% (32)
Same age 46.2% (132) 23.7% (18) 41.4% (150)
All ages 38.1% (109) 56.6% (43) 42% (152)
Total 100% (286) 100% (76) 100% (362)
XJ(3,N =  362) =  32.5, p ~ 0
6.6.8 Testing the interactive hypothesis and the role of normative importance 
Following Rosenberg’ s (1965) interactive hypothesis and the results o f the first study, the 
present study explored the moderating role o f individual and normative importance in the 
relationship between body-esteem and global self-esteem according to sex, sexual 
orientation, weight and age. Following the guidelines o f Baron and Kenny (1986) as well 
as o f Jaccard, Turrisi and Wan (1990) on testing for moderating effects this analysis was 
performed by centering individual and normative importance and body-esteem (by 
subtracting the means from the actual scores) and creating an interaction variable 
between individual importance and body-esteem (moderator) and an interaction variable 
between normative importance and body-esteem (moderator). The two moderator 
variables were tested in separate regression analyses according to sex, sexual orientation, 
weight and age. Global self-esteem was regressed on body-esteem, individual 
importance and the interaction between the two to explore the moderating role o f 
individual importance (interactive hypothesis), whereas global self-esteem was regressed 
on normative importance, body-esteem and the interaction between the two to explore the 
moderating role o f  normative importance between body-esteem and global self-esteem. 
The results for each moderator and group are presented in the next sections.
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Sex and sexual orientation
Table 51
Individual importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to sex 
and sexual orientation ______________________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Body-esteem .514 5.701 ~0
Individual importance .018 .184 n.s
ImpxBE -.037 -.386 n.s
BMI .021 .231 n.s
F(4,94) = 8.7, R=.520, R3=.270, Adj R2=.239, p ~0
Heterosexual females
Body-esteem .605 9.856 ~0
Individual importance -.199 -3.438 .001
ImpxBE .032 .577 n.s
BMI .032 .512 n.s
F(4,198) = 33.1, R=,633,R3=.400, Adj R3=.388, p ~0
Gay men
Body-esteem .483 5.984 ~0
Individual importance -.323 -3.997 -0
ImpxBE -.066 -.835 n.s
BMI .095 1.177 n.s
F(4, i l l )  = 16.1, R=.605, R^.366, Adj R3=.344, p ~0
Lesbians
Body-esteem .679 7.018 ~0
Individual importance -.157 -1.505 n.s
ImpxBE -.130 -1.278 n.s
BMI -.059 -.611 n.s
F(4,63) ■ 15.9, R=.713, R5=.508, Adj R3=.476, p ~ 0 
♦ D ependen t variab le : G lobal se lf-es teem
Regression analyses for sex and sexuality were significant at the p ~ 0 level. The results 
showed that the interaction between individual importance and body-esteem was not 
significantly related to global self-esteem for any o f the groups. These results suggest that 
individual importance was not a moderator between body and global self-esteem, but 
rather body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless o f individual importance 
scores. Finally, a significant relationship was found between individual importance and 
global self-esteem in heterosexual women and gay men. The relationship was negative 
suggesting that higher importance was associated with lower global self-esteem.
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Table 52
Normative importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
sex and sexual orientation ________________________________________________________________ _
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Body-esteem .514 5.535 -0
Normative importance -.000 -.004 n.s
NImpxBE -.021 -.216 n.s
BMI .028 .307 n.s
F(4, 93)» 8.4, R=.516, RJ=.266, A d j R2=.234, p ~ 0
Heterosexual females
Body-esteem .611 9.928 ~0
Normative importance -.174 -3.155 .001
NImpxBE .078 1.385 n.s
BMI .086 1.414 n.s
F(4,198) = 32.7,R=.631, RJ=.398, A d j Rs=.386, p ~0
Gay men
Body-esteem .527 5.992 ~0
Normative importance -.151 -1.773 n.s
NImpxBE -.073 -.804 n.s
BMI .187 2.304 .05
F(4, 111) = 11.6, R=.543, R^.295, A d j R2=.270, p ~ 0
Lesbians
Body-esteem .718 6.443 ~0
Normative importance -.158 -1.665 n.s
NImpxBE -.128 -1.155 n.s
BMI -.057 -.617 n.s
F(4,72) = 16.3, R=.716, R3=.513, A d j RJ=.481, p ~0
♦D ependen t variab le : G lobal se lf-es teem
With regards to normative importance in relation to sex and sexual orientation, regression 
analyses were significant at the p ~ 0 level. Similar to individual importance, the 
interaction between normative importance and body-esteem was not significantly related 
to body-esteem but rather body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless of 
normative importance scores. Furthermore, normative importance was significantly and 
negatively associated with global self-esteem in heterosexual women only. BMI had an 
additional significant effect in gay men only.
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Weight
Table 53
Individual importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
weight__________________________________________________________________________________________
IV s* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Body-esteem .499 8.761 ~o
Individual importance -.163 -2.969 .005
ImpxBE .023 .412 n.s
F(3,242) = 35, R=.550, R^.303, Adj R^.294, p ~ 0
Overweight
Body-esteem .600 11.914 ~0
Individual importance -.168 -3.135 .005
ImpxBE .010 .197 n.s
F(3,243) = 59.2, R=.650, R^.423, Adj R2=.415, p ~ 0
♦D ependen t variab le: G lobal se lf-es teem
Regression analyses for weight were significant at the p ~ 0 level. Similar to sex and 
sexual orientation, the interaction between individual importance and body-esteem was 
not significantly related to global self-esteem in any of the weight groups suggesting that 
body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless of individual importance scores. 
Furthermore, individual importance was negatively associated with global self-esteem in 
both average and overweight participants regardless of body-esteem scores.
Table 54
Normative importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
weight__________________________________________________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Body-esteem .505 9.075 ~0
Normative importance -.144 -2.568 .05
NImpxBE .028 .490 n.s
F(3,241) = 33.4, R=.542, R^.294, Adj RJ=.285, p ~ 0
Overweight
Body-esteem .592 11.566 ~0
Normative importance -.092 -1.648 n.s
NImpxBE .068 1.249 n.s
F(3, 243) = 56.5, R=.641, R^.411, Adj RJ=.404, p ~ 0
♦ D ependen t variab le : G lobal se lf-es teem
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With regards to normative importance, regression analyses for weight were significant at 
the p ~ 0 level. Similar to the individual importance, the interaction between normative 
importance and body-esteem was not significantly related to global self-esteem in any of 
the groups suggesting that normative importance did not moderate the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem. Normative importance was negatively associated 
with global self-esteem in the average weight group only regardless o f body-esteem 
scores.
Age 
Table 55
Individual importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
age_____________________________________________________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Body-esteem .607 11.561 ~0
Individual importance -.185 -3.973 ~0
ImpxBE -.031 -.615 n.s
BMI -.054 -1.099 n.s
F(4,280) -  50.9, R=.649, R^.421, Adj R3=.413, p ~ 0
Older group
Body-esteem .380 3.158 .005
Individual importance .054 .486 n.s
ImpxBE -.169 -1.379 n.s
BMI .098 .892 n.s
F(4,72) = 4.7, R=.453, RJ=.205, Adj R3=.161, p < .005
♦D ependen t variab le : G lobal se lf-es teem
Regression analyses with regards to different younger and older age groups were 
significant at the p ~ 0 and p < .005 level respectively. However, similar to sex, sexual 
orientation and weight, the interaction between individual importance and body-esteem 
was not significantly related to global self-esteem in any o f the age groups. Although 
individual importance did not moderate the relationship between body and global self­
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esteem, it was negatively associated with global self-esteem in the younger group 
regardless o f body-esteem scores.
Table 56
Normative importance as a m oderator between reflected appraisals and body-esteem according to 
age_______________________________________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Body-esteem .600 11.190 ~0
Normative importance -.103 -2.209 .05
NImpxBE ..007 .131 n.s
BMI -.019 -.395 n.s
F(4, 280) = 46.4, R=.632, R^.399, Adj R2=.391, p ~ 0
Older group
Body-esteem .396 3.111 ~0
Normative importance .078 .698 n.s
NImpxBE -.110 -.805 n.s
BMI .136 1.183 n.s
F(4,72) = 4.2, R=.435, R*=.189, Adj RJ=.143, p < .005
♦D ependen t variab le : G lobal se lf-es teem
Finally, regression analyses o f body-esteem on normative importance and body-esteem 
were significant at the p ~ 0 in the younger group and p < .005 in the older group. 
However, body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless o f normative 
importance scores for both groups. Moreover, normative importance was significantly 
and negatively related to global self-esteem in the younger group only regardless of body- 
esteem scores.
Summary o f the results
To sum up, individual and/or normative importance did not moderate the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem. Body-esteem was related to global self-esteem 
regardless o f the individual and normative importance attached to body image by the 
participants. Individual importance regardless o f body-esteem scores predicted global
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self-esteem in heterosexual women (p< 001), gay men (p~0), average weight (p<.005), 
overweight (p<.005) and younger individuals (p~0). The relationship was negative 
suggesting that the higher the importance o f body image to the self, the lower the global 
self-esteem. The same relationship was not found in heterosexual men, lesbians, and 
older participants. Normative importance on the other hand predicted global self-esteem 
(regardless o f body-esteem scores) in heterosexual women (p<.001), average weight 
(p<.05) and younger participants (p<.05). The relationship was negative suggesting that 
the higher the normative importance o f physical appearance the lower the global self­
esteem.
6.7 Discussion
The results o f this study revealed that the use o f different types o f self-evaluation 
processes in people’ s body appraisals and the importance they attach to physical 
appearance may vary according to group membership. In addition, although the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and self discrepancy and body-esteem was 
significant for all groups employed in this study, the relationship between temporal past 
and future comparisons and body-esteem was significant for some groups (e.g. 
heterosexual women) and not for others (e.g. heterosexual men). These results are 
discussed in relation to group membership as well as in relation to self-evaluation 
processes in general.
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Self-evaluation processes, body and global self-esteem in heterosexual men and 
women, gay men and lesbians
Most research on body and global self-esteem in adults has focused on women and there 
is a general consensus that women regardless o f their actual weight are more dissatisfied 
with their bodies, than men (Rodin et al., 1985; Thomas, 1989; Pliner, et al., 1990; 
Stowers & Durm, 1996; Akiba, 1998; Koff et al., 2001). In support o f these findings and 
of the hypotheses o f this study, heterosexual women were found to be significantly lower 
in body-esteem than their male counterparts, after controlling for weight. Heterosexual 
men had significantly higher body-esteem than lesbians and gay men as well. In 
particular lesbians were found to have the lowest body and global self-esteem compared 
to all the other groups and these differences were more apparent between lesbians and 
heterosexual men. These results add supportive evidence to studies conducted by 
Heffernan (1999) and Striegel-Moore et al (1990), who found that lesbians were 
particularly dissatisfied with their body-image. Although body-image dissatisfaction has 
been suggested to be mainly a female characteristic, it has also been suggested that gay 
men may also be particularly concerned with their body-image and show greater body 
dissatisfaction. Current findings suggest that gay men had significantly lower body- 
esteem than heterosexual men and their scores were somewhat similar to the scores of 
heterosexual women (but lower). Yelland and Tiggerman (2003) found a similar 
relationship between body-esteem and global self-esteem for heterosexual men and 
women and gay men, with gay men experiencing greater dissatisfaction than heterosexual 
men and women. Although this is a common research finding, one may argue that gay 
men and heterosexual women are not necessarily particularly dissatisfied with their body
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image but rather that heterosexual men are particularly satisfied with it. For example, 
heterosexual men may be more critical o f male body ideals and therefore be more 
accepting o f their body image; resulting in higher body-esteem. Alternatively, 
heterosexual male body image ideals may be less ‘ strict’ than those directed at 
heterosexual women and gay men. This argument may be supportive o f further results o f 
the present study which suggested that heterosexual men perceived a significantly smaller 
se lf- ideal self discrepancy compared to heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians.
Self-evaluation processes with the exception o f self discrepancy did not differ as a 
function o f sex or sexual orientation and after controlling for weight. Although 
heterosexual men engaged in more positive reflected appraisals than women, gay men 
and lesbians (e.g. Striegel-Moore, 1986; Heffernan, 1999; Milkie, 1999; Adam-Curtis et 
al., 2001; Yelland & Tiggeman, 2003) the difference was not statistically significant after 
controlling for weight. Looking at the significant others o f these groups, gay men and 
lesbians reported the general public with significantly greater frequency than their 
heterosexual counterparts. Significant others for gay men and lesbians were mostly 
people o f the same sex, whereas for heterosexual men and women were mostly people of 
the opposite sex. However, heterosexual men and women appeared more flexible as their 
significant others tended to involve both, men and women, whereas for gay men and 
lesbians this tendency was significantly smaller. In general, these results suggest that the 
general public for these groups depends on particular sub-cultures i.e. mostly men for gay 
men, mostly women for lesbians and mostly the opposite sex for heterosexual men and 
women.
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Although body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless o f the individual and 
normative importance attached, it was found that importance o f body image did differ as 
a function o f  sexual orientation. In particular, although individual importance did not 
differ as a function o f sexual orientation, normative importance did. Gay men and 
lesbians believed that other people (mostly people of the same sex) attached greater 
importance to body image than their heterosexual counterparts. The reason for this 
finding may stem from the fact that gay cultures may be more appearance oriented (e.g. 
Yelland & Tiggeman, 2003). Similarly and with regards to lesbians, Heffernan (1999) 
suggested that heterosexual female beauty ideals may apply to lesbians as well. In the 
present study and consistent with Heffernan’s assertion, lesbians attached significantly 
greater normative importance than heterosexual women, which needs further exploration. 
Finally, Pliner et al (1990), as well as Mendelson et al (2000), found that women attached 
greater importance to their physical appearance than men. Contrary to the hypotheses of 
this study, the data did not yield similar results as men and women did not differ in the 
level o f individual importance attached to body image. Thus it can be argued that 
although body-image preoccupation has always been seen as a female characteristic, it 
might be that men have also started attaching greater importance to their physical 
appearance and desire a ‘better’ body.
Self-evaluation processes, body and global self-esteem in average and overweight 
individuals
Findings are supportive o f the hypothesis that overweight individuals are significantly 
lower in body-esteem than their average weight counterparts suggesting that body image
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dissatisfaction might be a result o f actual weight in these particular groups. These 
findings add support to the findings of Miller and Downey (1999) who found that lower 
body-esteem was associated with heavier weight. However, actual weight may not be the 
only reason for lower body-esteem. For example, gay men and younger participants in 
this study had the lowest average BMI scores but were significantly lower in body-esteem 
than the rest o f the groups.
With regards to reflected appraisals, overweight participants perceived reflected 
appraisals to be significantly more negative than the average weight group. Support to 
this finding comes from the stigma perspective, which suggests that being overweight 
may have a negative impact on self-esteem because the fact that one is overweight is 
immediately visible to the others and therefore may result in negative reflected appraisals 
(Crocker et al., 1993; Miller & Downey, 1999). Although reflected appraisals were more 
negative in the overweight group, scores on public self-consciousness and social anxiety 
did not differ as a function o f weight. Overweight participants tended to rely more on 
reflected appraisals from their family, partners and friends and less on reflected appraisals 
from the general public, whereas average weight participants relied heavily on reflected 
appraisals from the general public.
Findings on temporal comparison processes revealed that overweight participants 
engaged in significantly more negative temporal past comparisons than the average 
weight participants. Thus, although one could argue that they had a wide range o f past 
selves to choose from, they chose a thinner/better past self as opposed to the
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overweight/worse present self. However, temporal past comparisons were related to 
body-esteem for both groups. Temporal future comparisons on the other hand did not 
differ as a function o f weight and they did not relate to body-esteem in either group. 
Finally, similar to temporal past comparisons, self discrepancy was related to body- 
esteem for both groups. However, the overweight participants perceived significantly 
greater discrepancy between their actual and their ideal body image than the average 
weight participants.
With regards to the individual and normative importance of body image, results o f the 
present study are supportive o f the hypothesis that overweight individuals attach less 
individual importance to body image. On the other hand, normative importance did not 
differ as a function o f weight. The fact that overweight participants attached significantly 
less individual importance partly supports Rosenberg’s (1982) selectivity hypothesis 
which states that when individuals feel that they do poorly on a domain o f the self they 
lower the importance o f the domain in order to protect their self-esteem from possible 
threats (a pattern that was also found in older adults). However, as current results suggest, 
even if overweight individuals discount the importance o f those domains that they believe 
they are not good at, body-esteem is still significantly related to global self-esteem.
Self-evaluation processes, body and global self-esteem as a function of age
Although one would possibly expect that as people grow older and move away from the 
youth beauty ideals would have a lower body-esteem, present results revealed the 
opposite pattern. Contrary to the hypothesis o f this study, older participants had the
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highest body and global self-esteem and younger participants had the lowest body and 
global self-esteem, after controlling for weight. Hurd (2000) interviewed 22 older women 
and found that they engaged in negative evaluations with regards to their bodies, which 
has not been supported by the present study. The fact that empirical evidence is scarce 
makes it difficult to speculate on the findings o f the present study. Thus, this finding 
needs to be replicated in further studies.
Hurd’s (2000) findings revealed that women engaged in negative reflected appraisals as 
they thought that others would not perceive them as being attractive. However current 
findings suggest that reflected appraisals were significantly more positive for older than 
for younger and middle aged participants. This finding may also help to explain why 
older people had the highest body-esteem and lowest public self-consciousness and social 
anxiety compared to the rest o f the age groups. The middle aged group reported more 
negative reflected appraisals than the other two age groups suggesting that as people pass 
the age o f the 30, they may start believing that others view their body more negatively, 
whereas when they get older these reflected appraisals become more positive again. One 
way to explain this finding is by suggesting that older people value physical abilities over 
physical attractiveness and hence they may use other body image standards when they 
engage in reflected appraisals. For example, they might have assessed their eyes in terms 
o f functionality rather than in terms o f appearance. Another reason that older participants 
engaged in more positive reflected appraisals than the younger groups might be related to 
their significant others. Results on the significant others suggest that as people grow 
older, they rely significantly more on those reflected appraisals o f their friends, partners
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and families. The general public as a significant other is significantly more apparent in 
younger participants. Hence, it might be more ‘realistic’ or plausible to believe that one’s 
friends and partners view one’s body positively, whereas it might be more difficult to 
believe that the general public views one’s body positively. It can be argued that people 
have an idea o f or imagine the standards that either their significant others or the general 
public employ in order to form their attitudes towards body-related issues. If one assumes 
that significant others tend to be people that one knows, interacts with and share similar 
ideas with, it can be argued that reflected appraisals o f these significant others may be 
easier to ‘ satisfy’ . On the other hand, if one assumes that the general public is a group 
that consists o f a wider range o f people that does not necessarily depend on particular 
sub-cultures and one does not necessarily interact with, it can be argued that reflected 
appraisals o f this group may be more difficult to ‘ satisfy’ and therefore more negative. 
Along the same lines, if reflected appraisals o f generalized others are not defined by sub­
culture shared beliefs o f body image but rather are more susceptible to ideals shared by 
the wider sociocultural environment, it can be assumed that these reflected appraisals can 
be more negative or more difficult to ‘ escape’ .
Temporal comparisons were employed in this study mostly to test the hypothesis that the 
general pattern o f better-now-than-before and even better-in-the-future-than-now (found 
with other age groups) would not hold as people grow older. Findings suggest that this is 
the case. Temporal past and future comparisons became more negative in older 
participants. In particular, the younger group reported significantly more positive 
temporal past and future comparisons (I am better now than in the past and I will be even
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better in the future) than the middle aged group and the older group. The older group 
believed that their body image was better in the past and would be even worse in the 
future (e.g. Ryff, 1991). However, as will be discussed later, negative temporal 
comparisons in older people were not related to evaluations of body image.
Self discrepancy did not vary as a function o f age. All age groups perceived a similar 
discrepancy between their actual and their ideal body image. In addition, this discrepancy 
was related to the body and global self-esteem o f all age groups. The strength o f the 
relationship was not significantly different as a function o f age suggesting that self 
discrepancy is a stable self-evaluation process that individuals employ regardless of age 
in order to assess their standing on a specific domain.
Finally, and in support o f the hypothesis o f this study, younger participants attached 
significantly greater individual and normative importance to body image than the middle 
aged and the older group, suggesting that importance decreased with age (e.g. Pliner et 
al., 1990). It can be argued that these results are supportive o f Rosenberg’s (1982) 
selectivity hypothesis which argued that when people feel less competent in a specific 
domain o f the self a possible compromise is to lower the importance of this domain in 
order to cope with a possible threat. As people grow older and physical aspects o f the self 
tend to deteriorate they may lower the importance attached to body image to avoid 
possible threats. This is supportive of the results o f the present study which found that 
younger people attached significantly higher individual importance to body image than 
the middle aged group and the older group. Although individual importance did not
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moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem, it negatively related to 
body-esteem in younger individuals but was unrelated to body-esteem in older 
individuals. Normative importance ‘behaved’ in a similar fashion to individual 
importance. Although no moderating effect was found, older individuals attached 
significantly lower normative importance to body image compared to younger 
individuals.
Self-evaluation processes and body-esteem
With regards to self-evaluation processes and their relationship with body-esteem, results 
suggest that reflected appraisals are related to body-esteem regardless o f sex, sexual 
orientation, weight and age. The fact that one’s body can be scrutinized by significant and 
generalized others alike, and the fact that physical attractiveness is valued very highly at 
least in western cultures makes generalized others as salient as significant others in 
people’ s reflected appraisals. Furthermore, reflected appraisals o f significant and 
generalized others were strongly inter-related. Thus, instead o f assuming that mainly 
reflected appraisals from significant others would relate to domain-specific self- 
evaluations, findings suggest that generalized others can be as important as significant 
others. This argument can be further supported by looking at the significant others 
reported by the groups employed in this study. Along with friends and partners, the 
general public was one o f the most frequently reported significant other groups, and 
significantly more salient in younger, gay, lesbians and average weight participants. The 
general public was often found to be a specific group (with a specific age and sex) 
suggesting that a generalized other does not necessarily consist o f one’s larger
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sociocultural environment but rather can be more specific in people’ s perceptions. Thus it 
might be wrong or misleading to assume that the views of generalized others would 
necessarily include the views o f someone’s overall sociocultural environment -  a result 
that has not been found in previous research and thus has been overlooked. Furthermore, 
assuming who this significant other is or using putative others to explore reflected 
appraisals, might have resulted in misleading findings i.e. comparing the impact o f 
different significant others predetermined by the researcher in people’s self conceptions, 
that may or may not represent participants’ real significant others (Rosenberg, 1965).
Findings on temporal past and future comparisons suggest that the relationship between 
temporal comparisons and domain-specific self-esteem has been underestimated. 
Findings o f the present study suggest that whereas other self-evaluation processes (i.e. 
reflected appraisals and self-discrepancy) can be related to self-esteem regardless of 
sociodemographic characteristics, the relationship between temporal past/future 
comparisons and self-esteem may be domain and/or group dependent. For example, 
results o f the present study showed that temporal comparisons may be more ‘ important’ 
in some groups (e.g. heterosexual women, younger individuals) than in others (e.g. 
heterosexual and gay men, older individuals). Along the same lines, the relationship 
between temporal future comparisons and domain-specific self-esteem has been 
underestimated. Current findings suggest that future comparisons can be negatively 
related to body-esteem for some groups (e.g. heterosexual men and women, younger 
individuals). Hence, believing that in the future one will be better is related to feeling less 
good about oneself at present. Whether this finding can be generalized to other than
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physical appearance domains needs to be explored further. Although the relationship was 
weaker compared to the other self-evaluation processes (but still significant), this 
suggests that future comparisons might have been underestimated as the pattern of future- 
better-selves may not be irrelevant to current feelings of self-worth in a specific domain.
Although future comparisons are believed to be positive, there is no research to date to 
test whether this tendency can be found in specific age and/or social groups. Not all 
social or age groups might be able to believe that in the future they will be better, which 
is especially true for the body-image of older or even middle-aged individuals -  a finding 
supported by Ryff (1991). As described in the introduction o f this chapter as well as in 
chapter 5, an aim o f the present study was to test the prediction that the pattern of self­
enhancing temporal past and future comparisons will not hold for older people and body 
image. As discussed in the previous section, older participants engaged in significantly 
more negative temporal past and future comparisons compared to the younger 
participants. Further to this prediction, one interest o f the present study was to test 
whether such temporal comparisons (i.e. people who may face reality constraints to 
engage in self-enhancing temporal comparisons) would be related to domain-specific 
self-esteem. Results o f the present study revealed that although temporal comparisons for 
the older group were more negative, their relationship with body-esteem was lower 
compared to other self-evaluation processes. This association disappeared when 
regression analysis was conducted. In either case, temporal past comparisons in older 
individuals may not be as relevant to self-esteem as other types o f self-evaluation 
processes. Thus, it can be argued that as people grow older they separate intra-individual
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evaluative information from domain-specific feelings o f self-worth or that temporal 
comparisons are not as important as other self-evaluation processes (e.g. reflected 
appraisals) in older age. However, results may have been different if the present study 
had employed a different domain that does not necessarily lead to age-related 
deterioration.
Self discrepancy as predicted was significantly related to body-esteem. Although self 
discrepancy was found to differ as a function o f weight, sex and sexuality, its relationship 
with body-esteem was significant regardless of group membership. Thus, participant’s 
perceptions o f their body image discrepancies were related to body-esteem; a finding 
similar to reflected appraisals. As described in chapter 3, Hoge and McCarthy (1983), as 
well as Wylie (1974), suggested that self discrepancy is not a useful construct as it does 
not explain anything more than real self ratings by themselves (e.g. body-esteem). Thus, a 
measure o f body-esteem involves people’ s self discrepancies. However, this study shows 
that two groups may differ in body-esteem scores but may be similar in their self 
discrepancy scores. For example, older participants were found to have significantly 
higher body-esteem compared to younger participants. However, their self discrepancy 
scores were not significantly different. If body-esteem scores were similar to self 
discrepancy scores, one would expect to find similar differences in the two constructs and 
within different groups. Thus, it is suggested that self discrepancy can be seen as a self- 
evaluation process that individuals engage to assess their standing on a specific domain of 
the self. On the other hand, domain-specific self-esteem is a general attitude that one may 
have towards a particular domain o f the self. This attitude may be related to one’s real-
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ideal self discrepancy but it is not necessarily the ‘product’ o f this discrepancy as 
individuals have a range o f sources that can draw self-evaluative information from. 
Rather than assuming that actual-ideal discrepancy explains nothing further than a 
measure o f body-esteem (e.g. Wylie, 1974; Hoge & McCarthy, 1983), or that the two 
constructs are the same it can be argued that the two constructs are related but they serve 
different purposes.
The moderating role of public self-consciousness, social anxiety and agreement with 
others
It was also hypothesized that: a) the level o f  agreement with others, b) public self- 
consciousness and c) social anxiety would moderate the relationship between reflected 
appraisals and body-esteem. Amongst these three hypotheses, only the first one was 
supported. Although reflected appraisals were significantly related to body-esteem 
regardless of group membership, an important finding was that individuals were not 
necessarily passive recipients o f these messages communicated by the others as 
agreement moderated the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. 
Hence, when participants agreed less with what they believed others thought of them, 
reflected appraisals had a weaker effect on body and global self-esteem. This finding 
adds support to findings from studies which found that individuals who did not agree 
with reflected appraisals were not as affected (e.g. Rosenberg, 1986; Thomas, 1989; 
Milkie, 1999). Thus, it can be argued that agreement can be an effective mechanism 
through which people manage to escape the negative impact o f reflected appraisals (e.g. 
stigmatized individuals).
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On the other hand, social anxiety and public self-consciousness did not moderate the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. Reflected appraisals were 
related to body-esteem regardless o f levels o f social anxiety and public self- 
consciousness in almost all groups. Social anxiety was only found to moderate the 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem in the older participants. 
However, contrary to expectations, higher social anxiety was associated with a weaker 
relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem. The data o f the present study 
do not allow for an interpretation o f this result. In addition, there is no reason to expect 
this finding in relation to older people and not in relation to any other group. Thus, in 
order to discuss this result further research is necessary. Although public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety did not moderate the relationship between reflected 
appraisals and body-esteem, they were directly related to body-esteem for some groups. 
For example, public self-consciousness was related to body-esteem for heterosexual 
women and younger participants regardless o f reflected appraisals. Similarly, social 
anxiety was related to body-esteem for women (heterosexual and lesbians) and younger 
participants regardless o f reflected appraisals. On the other hand, public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety was not related to body-esteem for heterosexual men 
and older participants. It may be that like body-esteem which has been found to be group 
dependent and in particular lower in women and younger individuals, both public self- 
consciousness and social anxiety are group dependent too. Women and younger 
participants were also found to engage in more negative reflected appraisals when 
compared with their sex, sexual and age counterparts. As described in chapter 5, several
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studies have investigated public self-consciousness, social anxiety and body image 
satisfaction and their relationship to global self-esteem and a common finding is that 
body image pre-occupation or dissatisfaction is related to low global self-esteem and high 
public self-consciousness and social anxiety (Striegel-Moore, Silberstein & Rodin, 1993; 
Koff, Benavage & Wong, 2001). Furthermore, these authors proposed that body image 
dissatisfaction results in high public self-consciousness and social anxiety, which helps to 
explain the findings in women and younger people in this study. Taking these results 
together, it can be argued that public self-consciousness and social anxiety are global 
constructs (like global self-esteem) and they refer to a general self-attitude. For this 
reason, they should be used in conjunction with more general constructs (e.g. global self­
esteem) rather than with more context dependant/specific constructs (e.g. body image 
reflected appraisals). It may be that public self-consciousness and social anxiety as 
applied to physical appearance (e.g. I get nervous easily if people stare at my body) 
would moderate the relationship between reflected appraisals and body-esteem.
Interactive hypothesis and normative importance
Finally, it was also hypothesized that: a) individual and b) normative importance would 
moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem. In support o f most 
studies which have failed to link importance to domain-specific and global self-esteem 
(e.g. Hoge & McCarthy 1984; Marsh, 1986; Pelham & Swann 1989; Lachowicz- 
Tabaczek 1998; Farmer et al., 2001) and contrary to the findings o f the first study, both 
hypotheses were rejected. Body-esteem was related to global evaluations o f self-worth 
regardless o f the individual and normative importance attached. However, similar to
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public self-consciousness and social anxiety, individual and normative importance tended 
to be negatively related to body-esteem for some groups such as women and younger 
participants. The main reason for the inability to replicate the results o f the first study 
may lie in the use o f a nomothetic measure o f importance. All studies conducted in the 
past, including the present study, have used a nomothetic approach to measure the 
importance attached to a particular domain. That is, participants are asked to rate 
importance 011 a domain pre-selected by the researcher. It can be argued that what an 
idiographic measure o f importance, as opposed to a nomothetic one, can capture is the 
different aspects o f importance or the different ways that a domain is important to an 
individual. As has been argued in the discussion o f the first study, a particular domain 
may be equally important to different individuals but more central to the self-definition of 
some individuals than o f others. Using body image as an example, it can be argued that 
body image is far more central to the self schema of a dietician, a model, an individual 
who suffers from eating disorders, etc, whereas it may be peripheral to the self-schema of 
one who still thinks that it is important but is not central to one’s self-definition. A 
measure o f importance that would consider different aspects o f the importance attached 
to a domain (e.g. impact o f the domain on ones life and mood) may help to explain the 
impact o f importance in the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem. 
Hence, a main reason that results o f the first study were supportive of the differential 
importance hypotheses may lie in the use o f an idiographic measure as opposed to the use 
of a nomothetic measure in the present study. Asking participants to report domains that 
are important to them idiographically may be able to capture the different ways in which 
a domain may be important to an individual and the different motives that guide
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individuals to attach importance to a domain. An idiographic measure o f importance 
cannot answer why a domain is important to the individual and further unveil the 
different aspects o f importance. However, an idiographic measure o f importance is 
reflective and consists o f these aspects. Some o f these different aspects o f the importance 
attached to physical appearance will be explored in chapter seven with the aim to design a 
multifaceted scale o f importance and further explain how domains o f the self are related 
to global evaluations o f self-worth.
Conclusion
Overall findings o f the present study suggest‘that whereas reflected appraisals and self 
discrepancy were related to body-esteem regardless o f group membership, temporal 
comparisons may be more group dependent (e.g. heterosexual women and younger 
participants). In addition, the generalized other can play the role o f a significant other 
when physical appearance is concerned. Hence, predetermined or putative significant 
others are not necessarily real significant others (Rosenberg, 1965). It can also be argued 
that some individuals or groups may select their significant others in such a way as to 
protect themselves from negative feedback. As discussed, it may be easier for individuals 
to ‘ satisfy’ significant other standards o f body image, whereas it may be more difficult to 
‘ satisfy’ societal standards (general public) o f body image. Present findings suggest that 
those groups who rely significantly more on the reflected appraisals o f the general public 
appear lower in body-esteem (e.g. gay men and lesbians), than those groups who rely on 
the reflected appraisals o f their friends, partners and family (e.g. older individuals). 
However, a pattern that was found in the results was that reflected appraisals are more
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powerful when individuals agree with what they think others think o f them (Rosenberg, 
1965; Milkie 1999).
One would expect that relying less on reflected appraisals o f the general public as a 
significant other and o f  not agreeing with the reflected appraisals would be even more 
salient in those groups who are more likely to experience threats to their body-esteem 
such as overweight and older individuals. This was the case in both older and overweight 
participants. Furthermore, not only did older individuals report the general public as a 
significant other much less, but they were also found to have significantly higher body- 
esteem and global self-esteem than the younger participants. A plausible explanation 
might be related to the notion o f control. As stigma theory suggests, the stigma o f being 
overweight has negative implications for self-esteem in overweight individuals because 
they are held personally responsible for being overweight. In addition, being overweight 
can bring about feelings of guilt for not conforming to the norms (Goffman, 1963; 
Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocker et al. 1993). On the other hand, getting older, which 
might result in a diminished body-image, is a process that is out o f someone’ s control and 
thus individuals do not necessarily feel responsible for it -  someone cannot be blamed for 
getting older (although one could be blamed for looking older).
Finally, the fact that importance o f body image was significantly lower in overweight and 
older participants may be further explained by Rosenberg’ s (1982) selectivity hypothesis 
-  individuals attach greater personal importance to those domains that they feel they are 
good at and on the other hand attach less or no importance to those domains that they feel
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they do poorly in order to protect their self-esteem from possible threats. However, 
although data o f the present study suggest that younger and normal weight adults attach 
greater individual and normative importance to body image than their overweight and 
older counterparts, body-esteem is related to global self-esteem regardless of the 
importance attached. As discussed earlier this might be related to a methodological 
weakness o f this study in using a nomothetic as opposed to an idiographic measure. Thus, 
additional research is needed in order to unpack the concept of importance and explore 
different aspects o f the importance attached to physical appearance and may explain how 
domain-specific self-esteem is related to global evaluations of self-worth -  which forms a 
main objective o f the third study o f this thesis.
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The interactive hypothesis re-visited -  The development of a scale to measure the 
importance attached to physical appearance
7.1 Introduction
Empirical evidence o f the first study of this thesis was supportive o f the interactive 
hypothesis (e.g. James, 1890; Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 1967). On the other hand 
results from the second study were supportive o f studies which found that domain- 
specific self-esteem was related to global evaluations o f the self regardless o f the 
importance attached to the domain in question. As argued throughout this thesis, there 
may be different aspects o f importance or different ways in which a particular domain is 
important in one’s life. Therefore, it is suggested that importance is a concept that can be 
measured in different ways. A sensitive measure o f importance would be able to capture 
these different aspects o f importance and provide further evidence for the interactive 
hypothesis. Along these lines, the main objective o f this study is to develop a more 
sophisticated and multifaceted nomothetic measure o f importance o f  physical appearance 
that will explain how body-esteem is related to global evaluations o f self-worth in general 
and in different groups. Similar to the second study o f  this thesis, this study will explore 
group membership in groups classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and 
age.
A further way to understand how domain-specific self-esteem is related to global 
evaluations o f self-worth and an objective o f this study is related to Rosenberg’s (1982)
Chapter 7:
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selectivity hypothesis. According to the selectivity hypothesis if individuals believe that a 
particular domain has a negative impact on their life or feel less competent at it, a 
possible response is to acknowledge the negative impact but give it little personal value 
in order to maintain a positive view o f the self. Although Rosenberg, suggested that there 
is a relationship between the perceived impact o f a particular domain on one’ s life and the 
importance attached (e.g. negative impact is associated with lower importance) this study 
aims to go a step further and propose a modified version o f  the selectivity hypothesis. 
The modified selectivity hypothesis proposed in this study argues that importance is 
important for those individuals who perceive a positive impact o f a domain on their life. 
In particular, the modified selectivity hypothesis predicts that importance will moderate 
the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem for those individuals 
who perceive a positive impact o f the domain in question on their life. For individuals 
who perceive a negative impact o f a particular domain on their life, importance is 
expected to have no effect in the relationship between domain-specific and global self­
esteem. The rationale for proposing a modified selectivity hypothesis will be discussed 
more thoroughly in the next sections.
7.2 Re-conceptualising the importance attached to physical appearance
As discussed, the interactive hypothesis has emphasized the ultimate impact o f individual 
importance in the relationship between body and global self-esteem. However, empirical 
evidence is mixed. An objective of the present study is to identify ways in which physical 
appearance is important to people or in other words to identify some o f the aspects o f the 
importance attached to physical appearance. Although James (1890) and later Rosenberg
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(1965) proposed that only those domains which are important to the individual will be 
related to one’s global feelings o f self-worth, they did not provide a clear definition of 
importance. This may have led to various misunderstandings in the sense that subsequent 
research which tested the interactive hypothesis seems to have assumed that participants 
would respond to the question o f importance in a similar fashion or would understand the 
same thing when asked the question. An argument o f the present study is that importance 
may mean different things to different individuals and therefore individuals may respond 
to the question o f importance using different criteria.
At this point it would seem useful to attempt to conceptualise the meaning o f importance. 
Importance can be conceptualized in different ways. In particular, importance can be seen 
as: a) an individual value (e.g. individual importance) or b) a societal value (e.g. 
normative importance) or c) an ‘ impact’ value (e.g. the perceived impact that a specific 
domain may have on an individual’s life). With regards to a, importance can be 
conceptualized as an individual value. In particular, it is suggested that individuals 
respond to the question of importance in terms o f how much they personally value a 
particular domain and what it means to them. This view alone does not take into account 
the societal value o f importance. This proposition leads to suggestion b o f importance as 
a societal value. Individuals are not necessarily free agents (detached from society) 
attaching personal value to a particular domain regardless o f societal influences. The 
societal value o f importance can be conceptualized as the social meanings attached to a 
particular domain in the eyes o f the perceiver. As already discussed in previous chapters 
and using the example o f physical appearance, although individuals may attach little
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importance to their physical appearance, they still have a view as to how important 
physical appearance may be for society in general. As results o f the second study 
suggested, individual importance is significantly related to normative importance, in that 
attaching high personal importance to a domain is related to the belief that society 
attaches high importance to this domain. Finally and with regards to c, the impact that a 
particular domain may have on one’s life may be an important aspect o f the importance 
attached to a domain. Using the example o f physical appearance, individuals may believe 
that people will judge or treat them according to their physical appearance. Furthermore, 
physical appearance is expected to have a general impact on various facets o f an 
individual’s life. Such facets may include relationships with partners, friends and 
colleagues. Individuals are expected to believe that their physical appearance plays an 
important role or affects their everyday life and relationships. The higher the perceived 
impact the more important the domain in one’s life. Therefore, it may not only be the 
individual importance that a particular domain has for an individual (which is related to 
the normative importance; societal value) but also the impact that a particular domain has 
on one’s life that defines or determines the importance attached to this domain by the 
individual.
Conceptualising importance in different ways it can be argued that past research has 
operationalised importance in a vague manner. One needs to take into account the 
perceived impact that a domain has on one’s life in order to understand how or why a 
domain is important (or unimportant) to an individual and further understand how a 
particular domain is related to global evaluations o f the self. Going back to the
235
importance attached to physical appearance and taking together the argument o f this 
study, it is suggested that the importance attached to physical appearance will be 
determined by people’ s answers to a number o f questions. In addition to the question o f 
a) How important is physical appearance to them (i.e. how much they personally value 
physical appearance), importance may be determined by: b) How much physical 
appearance affects the way they are treated and/or judged by other people, c) how much 
physical appearance affects their mood and d) how big an impact physical appearance has 
on various aspects o f their lives (e.g. social activities, intimate/work relationships, etc).
Different social and age groups may give different answers to these questions. With 
regards to question (a) and considering the findings o f the second study and the 
theoretical considerations o f chapter five, heterosexual women, gay men and younger 
individuals as opposed to heterosexual men and older individuals are expected to report 
that physical appearance is more important to them. On the other hand, overweight 
compared to average weight individuals are expected to report that physical appearance is 
less important to them. With regards to question (b), there is no direct evidence to suggest 
that groups would differ on their beliefs about whether they are judged or treated 
according to their physical appearance. However, similar ideas have been explored 
according to sex and sexual orientation. Yelland and Tiggemann (2002) for example 
found that gay men believed that their physical appearance was more important to others 
than did heterosexual men suggesting that gay men may expect that they will be judged 
or treated according to their physical appearance more than heterosexual men will. 
Furthermore, Mendelson et al (2000) explored how important physical appearance was
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for heterosexual men and women in relation to other people (i.e. how important it was for 
them to impress others, for other people to be attracted to their appearance and for other 
people to think they look good). Their results indicated that the difference between men 
and women was not significant. Therefore, it may be that gay men will tend to believe 
that they are judged and treated according to their physical appearance more than 
heterosexual men and women, whereas heterosexual men and women will show similar 
tendencies. With regards to questions (c) and (d), there is not any direct empirical 
evidence to suggest that the perceived impact o f physical appearance on one’s life will 
differ according to group membership. It may be suggested that those groups for whom 
evidence suggests that they attach higher importance to physical appearance (e.g. 
heterosexual women and younger individuals), will also perceive a greater impact o f 
physical appearance on their life. Hypotheses about how these aspects o f importance 
differ according to group membership will be tested in this study.
One o f the main propositions o f this study is that importance can be operationalised or 
measured by people’ s answers to these questions. Along these lines, importance as 
measured by people’s answers to these questions is expected to moderate the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem adding supporting evidence to the interactive 
hypothesis (Rosenberg, 1965). The rationale of including these aspects in constructing a 
scale o f importance is discussed further in the next paragraphs.
Individual value importance. As argued in the introduction o f this study individual 
importance can be defined as the extent to which one personally values a particular
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domain. However, it is not only the personal value that a particular domain has in one’s 
life but also the general impact o f this domain on one’s life that makes a domain 
important to an individual. As argued, individuals may be ‘ forced’ to attach high 
importance (value) to a particular domain even when they believe that the domain in 
question has a negative impact on their life (Rosenberg, 1982). Looking at physical 
appearance, this proposition suggests that individual value importance alone cannot 
explain how physical appearance is related to global evaluations o f self-worth. Social 
influences have a direct relationship to the importance attached to a particular domain. 
The impact of physical appearance on one’s life has been conceptualized in reference to 
four distinct factors discussed below.
The expectation that one will be judged and/or treated according to one’s physical 
appearance. If people believe that society places high normative importance on physical 
attractiveness and as a consequence others may judge or treat them according to what 
they look like, it should be expected that global self-esteem will be more dependent on 
self-evaluations o f physical appearance (i.e. body-esteem). Evidence suggests that 
physical appearance plays a crucial role on how people are judged and further receive 
social rewards (e.g. Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 1997). Individuals know that 
they may be judged and/or treated according to what they look like (e.g. Striegel-Moore 
et al, 1993), which may result in pre-occupation with one’s physical appearance. 
According to Striegel-Moore et al (1993), body image preoccupation is related to how 
people think they are judged and treated by others. Hence it is suggested that a further 
aspect o f importance is the expectation that one will be judged and/or treated according to
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one’s physical appearance. Although there are not any known studies which 
conceptualized and further measured importance with reference to other people’ s 
reactions, a somewhat similar suggestion can be found in Mendelson et al’ s (2000) study, 
which attempted to test the interactive hypothesis in a sample of 217 psychology college 
students. The importance attached to physical appearance was measured by a nine-item 
scale designed for the study. They hypothesized that importance o f physical appearance is 
related to people’ s beliefs about three body-esteem domains. The first domain was 
importance o f weight, the second was importance o f appearance and the third which is 
more relevant to the argument o f this study was importance o f people’s appearance to 
others (e.g. how important was participants’ appearance and weight to other people). The 
same three items were asked in all three domains (i.e. importance o f weight, importance 
o f weighing an ideal amount and importance o f weighing the right amount). Results 
showed that importance as measured by these nine items did not differ according to sex. 
Furthermore and contrary to the interactive hypothesis, the interaction between 
importance (i.e. the scale o f importance) and body-esteem was not significant in 
predicting global self-esteem. The present study suggests that although importance in 
relation to others is an aspect o f importance, there are still further aspects o f importance 
that one needs to measure in order to explain where importance comes from. One of these 
aspects is the magnitude o f the perceived impact o f a domain on people’ s lives.
Magnitude o f perceived impact o f physical appearance on one’s life. It is suggested that a 
further aspect o f the importance attached to physical appearance is related to individual 
beliefs about the impact that physical appearance has had on various aspects o f their lives
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(e.g. social activities, intimate relationships, work relationships, family life, friendships). 
Research has shown that obese individuals believe that weight has a high impact on their 
lives and particularly on their social interactions (Rothblum et al, 1990; Tiggemann & 
Rothblum, 1988). Reis et al (1982) for example, found that women’s physical 
attractiveness was positively correlated with their reports about the quality o f their social 
relationships and negatively correlated with social assertiveness. This finding led Reis et 
al to suggest that physical appearance has a direct impact on these women’s social 
relationships as well as on their behaviour. Women who perceived themselves to be 
physically attractive had to try less to be liked, whereas women who perceived 
themselves to be less attractive had to be socially assertive. Similarly, Major and 
Sherman (1976; unpublished research in Miller et al, 1995) suggested that attractive 
women may have learned to receive social rewards (i.e. be liked) as a result o f their 
physical appearance, whereas unattractive women will tend to try harder in order to deal 
with the negative impact that physical appearance has on their life. These findings could 
be translated as an impact o f physical appearance on one’ s social life. Although there are 
no studies known to the researcher that have measured the importance attached to 
physical appearance by measuring the impact on one’s life, it is suggested that individual 
beliefs about the magnitude o f the impact o f physical appearance on one’s life is a further 
aspect o f the importance attached to this domain.
The perceived effect o f physical appearance on one’s mood. A further way in which 
physical appearance may be important to people is related to the notion o f affect or to 
how much individuals believe that it affects their mood. According to Greenier et al
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(1995), the greater the importance people attach to a specific domain o f the self, the more 
this domain should affect their mood. Although Greenier et al’ s assertion is related to the 
effect that importance may have on mood this study argues that the extent to which 
individuals perceive a domain as having an effect on their mood is a further aspect o f the 
importance attached to this domain. Similar to Greenier et al, Crocker and Wolfe (2001) 
explored a similar idea and argued that if individuals want to feel good about themselves 
and maintain a ‘high’ self-esteem, then their mood should be considerably more affected 
by domains which are more important to them. Evidence for this argument comes from a 
study conducted by Crocker et al (2000; see chapter 2 for details o f the study). A sample 
o f 34 college students applying for University courses completed a measure o f self­
esteem every time they received news from a University course they had applied to, and 
they also completed a measure o f positive and negative affect (designed by Larsen & 
Diener, 1992; in Crocker et al, 2000). Results revealed that when participants received 
good news (i.e. heard that they had been accepted in the course they applied for) reported 
higher positive affect, whereas when they received bad news (i.e. heard they had been 
rejected) they reported negative affect. However, the higher the importance participants 
attached to ‘being good at school’ , the greater the impact o f subsequent success and 
failure on their mood. Although Crocker and Wolfe (2001) supported the view that 
domains o f higher importance to the individual should have a greater impact on people’ s 
mood a proposition o f this study is that individual beliefs o f how much a particular 
domain (i.e. physical appearance) affects their mood is an aspect rather than an outcome 
of the importance attached to this domain. Therefore, measuring amongst others the
241
perceived impact o f physical appearance on one’s mood is expected to provide further 
evidence on how body-esteem is related to global evaluations o f self-worth.
To sum up, it is proposed that importance plays a significant role in understanding how 
domain-specific evaluations are related to global evaluations o f self-worth in that 
domains o f higher importance as opposed to domains o f lower importance should have a 
stronger relationship with global feelings o f self-worth. However, in order to investigate 
the importance attached to a particular domain importance was conceptualized and 
further measured in this study as a) the extent to which one personally values a particular 
domain and b) the extent to which it has an impact on one’s life. Taking together these 
propositions, this study aims to develop a nomothetic measure o f importance which will 
take into account people’ s perceptions about a) how personally important a particular 
domain is to them (i.e. the extent to which physical appearance is personally valued), b) 
how much they believe that they are judged and/or treated by others according to this 
particular domain (perceived reactions from others, c) how much they believe it has an 
impact on their life and d) how much they believe that it affects their mood. In this study 
participants were asked to respond to these questions in relation to their physical 
appearance. Individual scores on their answers were used to develop a multifaceted scale 
of importance and further test the interactive hypothesis in general and in groups 
classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age.
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7.3 The selectivity hypothesis re-visited: The interaction between importance and 
the direction of the perceived impact of physical appearance on one’s life
As has already been discussed, empirical evidence regarding James (1890) differential 
importance and later Rosenberg’s (1965) interactive hypothesis has not been supportive. 
In order to explain why importance may not always be important Rosenberg (1982) 
proposed the selectivity hypothesis. The selectivity hypothesis maintains that when one 
believes that a particular domain has had a negative impact on one’ s life one possible 
response is to acknowledge the negative impact but to attach little importance. Although 
this proposition will be explored, this study aims to go a step further and propose a 
modified selectivity hypothesis. The modified selectivity hypothesis is a model o f the 
interaction between the importance attached to physical appearance and the direction of 
the impact (i.e. positive or negative) o f physical appearance as moderators in the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem (double moderation). In particular, it is 
proposed that in those individuals who perceive a negative impact o f physical 
appearance, importance will not moderate the relationship between body and global self­
esteem. Conversely, importance will have a stronger moderation effect in the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem in those individuals or groups who perceive a 
positive impact o f physical appearance. In other words, body-esteem should have a 
stronger relationship with global self-esteem when attaching higher importance 
(interactive hypothesis) to a domain o f the self for which one believes it has a positive 
impact on one’s life.
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Both the selectivity and the modified selectivity hypothesis will also be tested in groups 
classified according to sex, sexuality, weight and age. As discussed in the previous 
paragraph, the selectivity hypothesis maintains that when one perceives a negative impact 
on a domain o f the self, a possible response it to lower the importance o f this domain. 
Therefore, it is expected that those groups who believe that physical appearance has a 
negative impact on their life will attach less importance to their physical appearance 
when compared to their counterparts. This may be the case in overweight individuals. 
According to the results o f the second study, women, younger and overweight individuals 
were found lower in body-esteem and attached higher importance to physical appearance 
compared to their sex, sexual, weight and age counterparts. Therefore, these groups may 
also perceive a negative or a less positive impact o f physical appearance on their life.
The modified selectivity hypothesis may also help to shed light on how body-esteem is 
related to global self-esteem in particular groups. Following the prediction that 
importance will moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem in those 
individuals who believe that physical appearance has a positive impact on their life, the 
same is expected to be found when particular groups are concerned. Therefore, it is 
expected that there will be within-group differences. For example, as suggested, 
overweight individuals are expected to perceive a negative or a less positive impact o f 
physical appearance compared to average weight individuals. However, not all 
overweight individuals are expected to perceive a negative impact. Therefore and 
following the example o f overweight individuals, importance will moderate the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem in overweight individuals who perceive
244
physical appearance to have a positive impact. On the other hand, the interactive 
hypothesis will not be evident in overweight individuals who perceive physical 
appearance to have a negative impact. The same argument may apply to all groups of the 
analyses.
To sum up, this study will test a modified selectivity hypothesis which is a model o f the 
interaction between importance o f physical appearance (as measured by individual 
importance, perceived reactions from others, perceived impact on mood and perceived 
impact on general life) and the direction o f the impact on one’s life in the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem. In particular it is suggested that importance of 
physical appearance will moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem 
in those individuals who perceive a positive impact o f physical appearance on their life. 
The same hypothesis will also be tested in groups classified according to sex, sexual 
orientation, weight and age. It is expected that the interactive hypothesis will be evident 
in those individuals within the same group who perceive a positive impact o f physical 
appearance on their life as opposed to those individuals who perceive a negative impact 
of physical appearance (e.g. overweight individuals who perceive a positive impact as 
opposed to overweight individuals who perceive a negative impact o f physical 
appearance on their life).
7.4 Objectives of the research
This study has three main objectives. The first objective is related to the construction of a 
multifaceted scale o f importance o f  physical appearance as measured by individual
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importance, perceived reactions from others, magnitude o f impact o f physical appearance 
on one’ s life and impact 011 one’s mood. The second objective is related to group 
differences with regards to the different aspects o f importance and the direction o f the 
impact (i.e. negative or positive). Similar to the second study, the groups employed in the 
present study were formed according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. The third 
objective is related to the selectivity hypothesis in general and in different groups.
Development of a scale of importance
As proposed in the introduction o f this study, different groups and/or individuals may 
approach the question o f  importance attached to a domain o f the self from different 
standpoints. The present study aims to construct a measure of importance o f physical 
appearance that will include various aspects that are believed to be related to the 
importance attached to physical appearance. Concepts such as a) individual value 
importance, b) perceived reactions from others (i.e. judgment and treatment), c) perceived 
impact o f physical appearance on one’s life, and d) perceived impact o f physical 
appearance on one’ s mood are suggested to be different aspects o f the importance 
attached to physical appearance. Although there might be several other aspects o f 
importance or ways in which physical appearance is important in one’s life, the interest in 
this study does not revolve around providing an exhaustive list o f these aspects. It is 
recognized that there may be further aspects o f importance that are more relevant to some 
specific groups and some particular subcultures (e.g. importance in heterosexual women 
may be more dependent on aesthetic aspects, whereas in older people may be more 
dependent on functional aspects o f physical appearance). However, the proposed aspects
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of importance are expected to provide a good indication of how importance can be 
operationalised and further provide empirical support for the interactive hypothesis.
Group membership
As the results o f the second study showed, body and global self-esteem differed 
according to group membership. Group differences in body and global self-esteem will be 
re-tested in order to replicate the results o f the second study o f this thesis. In addition, 
group differences will be tested in relation to the scale o f importance as well as in the 
direction o f the impact o f body image on one’s life. As discussed some groups may differ 
in their responses to the different aspects o f importance (e.g. individual importance, 
magnitude o f impact). Furthermore, different groups may report a different direction of 
the impact o f body image in their lives (e.g. women and overweight individuals may 
report a negative impact compared to their sex and weight counterparts). In particular the 
following hypotheses and research questions are formed:
• Following the results o f the second study, body and global self-esteem will differ in 
different groups classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. In 
particular:
o Heterosexual men will have higher body and global self-esteem than 
heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians 
o Average weight participants will have higher body and global self-esteem than 
overweight participants
247
o Older participants will have higher body and global self-esteem than younger 
and middle-aged participants 
o The importance scale as well as the different aspects o f importance (individual 
importance, perceived reactions from others, magnitude o f impact and impact 
on mood) will be explored to test possible group differences. It is expected 
that overweight and older individuals will attach lower importance to physical 
appearance than average weight and younger individuals.
• The direction o f the impact (positive or negative) will differ according to sex, sexual 
orientation, weight and age. In particular:
o Heterosexual women and overweight participants will report a negative (or a 
less positive) impact o f physical appearance on their lives compared to 
heterosexual men and average weight participants 
o No other hypotheses o f direction o f impact and group membership are formed 
as there is no evidence to suggest that the direction o f impact varies according 
to sexual orientation and age. Therefore the question o f the direction of the 
impact in these groups will be explored.
Testing the interactive and the modified selectivity hypotheses
Following the interactive hypothesis argument:
• Importance as measured by individual importance, perceived reactions, magnitude of 
impact and impact on mood will moderate the relationship between body and global 
self-esteem in general and in different groups. However, some of the proposed
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aspects of importance may be more relevant to some groups than to others and 
therefore moderating effects may be group dependent (i.e. found in some groups but 
not in others).
Following the modified selectivity hypothesis argument, the interaction between 
importance and the direction of the impact will moderate the relationship between body 
and global self-esteem. In particular:
• Importance will moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem in 
those individuals who perceive a positive impact of physical appearance.
■ The hypothesis will be evident in groups classified according to sex, 
sexual orientation, weight and age.
7.5 Method
Participants and procedure
The sample consisted of 647 participants, of which 411 were female and 235 were male 
(one missing). The ages ranged from 14 to 88 years (Range = 75, SD = 14). Similar to the 
second study of this thesis, the study was introduced to the participants as a questionnaire 
study of people’s views about their body image. No information was given to the 
participants about self-esteem and/or the concept of importance attached to body image. 
Participants were recruited from many different places in order to be representative of all 
ages and many different social groups (appendix 3). About 25% of the questionnaires 
were filled in face to face, whereas about 25% were distributed to participants via health 
clubs, gyms, and old people’s clubs and were sent back via post. In particular, 75% of the
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older sample and 50% of the overweight sample were recruited from the University of 3rd 
Age and health clubs, respectively. The average time for completion of the questionnaire 
was approximately 20 minutes.
Similar to the second study of this thesis, the remaining 50% of the questionnaires were 
completed using ‘internet-mediated research’ (IMR) through various internet sites that 
represented people from different backgrounds, social, age and interests groups. In order 
to ensure that there was a representative sample of body mass differences, the 
questionnaire was advertised in sites that dealt with weight issues. Similarly, in order to 
reach as many older people as possible the questionnaire was advertised on internet sites 
designed for older people. IMR was conducted following the ‘sampling principles of 
good practice in IMR’, the ‘procedures for maximizing levels of researcher control’ and 
finally the ‘ethical guidelines in internet research’ (Hewson, 2003). In order to test any 
bias in responses between off-line and online participants, both samples were compared 
on a key variable (global self-esteem) using a t-test. The t-test was non-significant [t(644) 
= 1.018, p=.309], suggesting that the two samples did not differ in their responses. The 
questionnaire site was hosted by the University of Surrey and the procedure that was 
employed was similar to that used in study two. For both face-to-face and internet 
questionnaires, participants were assured that the information given would not be able to 
identify them. Participants who wished to be notified about the results were asked to 
provide contact details that were kept separate from the questionnaire.
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Demographics: In order to create groups according to sexual orientation, participants 
were asked to indicate their sexual orientation (heterosexual, mostly heterosexual, 
bisexual, mostly gay or lesbian, gay or lesbian, not sure). Participants also reported their 
weight (either in kilograms or pounds) and their height (either in centimeters 01* inches). 
This information was then used to calculate Body Mass Index scores. Finally, participants 
reported their age in years, their nationality, and their profession (open ended questions).
Body-esteem was assessed as in the second study using the Body-Esteem Scale (Franzoi 
& Shields, 1984). Participants had to indicate their degree of satisfaction with 35 specific 
body parts on a 5-point scale (“very satisfied” to “very dissatisfied”). All items were 
summed to produce a single body-esteem (B-E) score.
Individual value importance. Respondents were asked to indicate how important their 
physical appearance was to them on a 7-point scale ranging from “extremely important” 
to “extremely unimportant”. Higher scores on the scale represented higher individual 
importance.
Perceived reactions from others. Four items were designed for this study. The 
expectation that individuals will be treated and/or judged according to what they look like 
is related to the notion of reflected appraisals. Following the results of both study 1 and 2 
(i.e. the equal importance of significant and generalised others), the questions asked were 
separated into perceived reactions of significant and generalized others. Participants were
Questionnaire m easures
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asked to indicate how much their physical appearance affects the way significant others 
and generalized others treat them and judge them. Their responses were recorded on a 7- 
point scale ranging from “completely” to “not at all”.
The perceived effect o f  physical appearance on mood. Participants were asked to indicate 
how much their physical appearance affects their mood on a 7-point scale ranging from 
“completely” to “not at all”.
Perceived impact o f physical appearance on one’s life. Participants were asked to 
indicate the extent to which physical appearance had affected the following aspects of 
their life: social activities, intimate relationships work/academic relationships, 
work/academic career, family life and friendships. This scale was designed specifically 
for this study with the aim of covering as many aspects of participants’ lives as possible. 
Responses were recorded on a 7-point scale ranging from “completely” to “not at all”.
Direction o f perceived impact. In order to test whether the impact (if any) was positive or 
negative participants were asked to indicate how their physical appearance had affected 
the same aspects of their lives on three item response format (“positively”, “negatively” 
and “not applicable”).
Global self-esteem. Similar to the first and the second study, self-esteem was assessed by 
using Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item Global Self-Esteem Scale. Responses were recorded 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.
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• Global self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) was created by summing scores on the 10 
items of the scale. Prior to summing, negative wording items were reversed so higher 
item scores indicated higher global self-esteem. Then all the 10 items were summed 
to create an overall global self-esteem scale (a = .90).
• Body-esteem scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984) consisted of 25 items. All items were 
summed to create an overall physical appearance scale (a = .93).
• Direction of impact. Coded responses in the 6 items (-1,0, 1) were summed to create 
an overall direction of impact scale. The reason for creating this variable was in order 
to test the selectivity hypothesis (i.e. importance will moderate the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem for those individuals who perceive a positive 
impact), (a = .89, No of items = 6)
• Importance: As described in the introduction, a measure of importance was derived 
by summing scores on 12 items (see table 57), The dimensionality of the 12 items 
was analyzed using principal components factor analysis. Internal consistency of the 
scale and the subscales was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Results of factor 
analysis yielded 3 factors, which accounted for 70% of the total variance (table 57). 
Item loadings ranged from 0.671 to 0.913. Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was 
0.899. The first factor (50.5% of the variance) consisted of five items related to the
7.6 Results
7.6.1 Sca le  a n d  variable creation (descriptive statistics are g iven  in  table 59)
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impact o f  physical appearance on one's life. Cronbach’s alpha for the first subscale 
was 0.909. The second factor (11% of the variance) consisted of four items that were 
related to perceived reactions from others. Cronbach’s alpha for the third subscale 
was 0.840. The third factor (9% of the variance) consisted of two items. The first item 
was individual importance of physical appearance and the second item was the 
perceived impact of physical appearance on mood (r = .489, p < .001). Cronbach 
alphas indicated very good internal consistency for all three subscales. With regards 
to the third factor (individual importance and the perceived impact of physical 
appearance on mood) factor analysis revealed that participant’ responses to how 
important physical appearance is to them and to how much it affects their mood were 
similar. Therefore, it can be suggested that participants’ judgments about how 
important body image was to them was related to their judgments about how much it 
affects their mood. In order to reflect the content of the third factor (the effect of 
physical appearance on mood and individual importance) the term affective 
importance will be used, whereas the term importance will be used to refer to the 
overall scale.
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Table 57
Rotated factor matrix for importance attached to physical appearance
Items Impact Perceived
reactions
Affective
importance
How important is your physical appearance to .913
you?
How much does your physical appearance affect .699
your mood?
Think about people who know you. How much .790
does your physical appearance affect the way they
treat you?
Think about people who don't you personally. .851
How much does your physical appearance affect
the way they treat you?
How much does your physical appearance affect .776
the way people who know you personally judge
you?
How much does your physical appearance affect .847
the way people who don't know you personally
judge you?
To what extent has your physical appearance .745
affected your social activities?
To what extent has your physical appearance .671
affected your intimate relationships?
To what extent has your physical appearance .865
affected your work/academic relationships?
To what extent has your physical appearance .823
affected your work/academic career?
To what extent has your physical appearance .871
affected your family life?
To what extent has your physical appearance .827
affected your friendships?
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
A further analysis was conducted to test the inter-correlations between the Importance 
scale and the subscales formed using factor analysis. As the results in table 58 suggest, 
mean subscale scores had higher correlations with the overall importance score than with 
each other, supporting the notion that they were measuring separate aspects of 
importance.
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Table 58
Inter-correlations between importance scale and subscales (Pearson’s correlation)
Importance Affective
importance
Magnitude of 
impact
Perceived
reactions
Importance - .591** .927** .830**
Affective importance .591** - .418** .424**
Magnitude of impact .927** .418** - .610**
Perceived reactions .830** .424** .610** -
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
The descriptive statistics of the final variables, scales and subscales that will be used in 
subsequent analysis are presented in the table below1:
Table 59
Number of participants, mean values, standard deviations, and range of the variables of 
the analysis____ ______________________________________
Variables of analysis N M SD Range Scale
range
Global self-esteem 646 35.1 8.3 48 10-50
Body-esteem 646 81.6 15.6 90 25-125
Importance 647 46.5 13.2 66 12-84
Affective importance 647 9.9 2.2 12 2-14
Perceived reactions 645 15.8 4.9 26 4-28
Magnitude of impact 646 20.8 8.3 37 6-42
Direction of impact 641 .47 3.6 12 -6-6
1 Descriptive statistics for particular groups (i.e. sex, sexuality, weight and age) will be presented in 
subsequent sections when group differences are presented
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7.6.2 Relationship between importance, body and global self-esteem 
A correlational analysis was performed in order to test the relationship of importance 
scale and its subscales with body and global self-esteem. The results are presented in the 
table below:
Table 60
Relationship between importance and the direction of the magnitude of the impact and 
body and global self-esteem
Importance Body-esteem Global self-esteem
Importance - -.189** -.276**
Affective importance .591** -.182** -.262**
Perceived reactions .830** -.101* -.128**
Magnitude of impact .927** -.180** -.288**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.005 level (2-taiied)
Looking at the sub-scales and their relationship with the overall scale, most of the 
variance in the importance scale can be explained by the magnitude of impact as the 
relationship between the magnitude of the impact and importance was .927 (p < .001). A 
particularly high relationship was found between perceived reactions from others and 
importance (.830, p < .001). A correlation of .591 (p < .001) was found between affective 
importance and importance. Finally, the results showed that importance was negatively 
related to body and global self-esteem suggesting that the importance scale showed good 
construct validity.
7.6.3 Testing for group differences
As discussed in the introduction, an aim of the present study was to explore possible 
differences in relation to body-esteem, global self-esteem, importance and the direction of 
the impact of physical appearance according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. 
The group differences and descriptive statistics for each group are presented in 3 sections:
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1) sexual orientation (heterosexual men, heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians), 2) 
weight (average weight, overweight), and 3) age (=>29, 30-49, 50 >=). Differences in 
body-esteem and the importance attached to physical appearance are expected to be 
susceptible to actual weight differences. Therefore, MANOVAs for sex, sexual 
orientation and age were performed controlling for body mass differences.
Sexual orientation
For this analysis the general sample was split into four groups according to their sex and 
sexual orientation. These were: heterosexual male and heterosexual female with 149 
(M=39 years, SD=19.3) and 321 (M=33 years, SD=11.9) participants in each group 
respectively, and gay men and lesbians with 85 (M = 33.5 years, SD=11) and 89 (M = 
29.4 years, SD=9.2) participants in each group respectively. Initially a 4 group X BMI 
analysis of variance was carried out to test possible weight differences in the four groups. 
The test was significant [F(3, 625)= 7.7, p ~ 0]. Pairwise comparisons using the 
Bonferroni correction method revealed that lesbians (M=2.8) had significantly higher 
BMI scores than heterosexual males (M=2.4), and gay men (M=2.4) but did not differ 
significantly from heterosexual women (M=2.7).
Having found a significant difference between lesbians, heterosexual and gay men 
according to BMI scores and in order to test whether the groups differ on the importance 
scale and subscales as a function of sex and sexual orientation, MANCOVA (multivariate 
analysis of covariance) analysis was performed controlling for BMI differences. The
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reason that body mass was selected as a covariate was in order to exclude any effects 
caused by actual weight. The results are presented in table 61 below:
Table 61
Analysis of variance according to sex and sexual orientation (controlling for BMI; raw means are given in brackets)
Heterosexual 
male (n=149)
Heterosexual 
female (n=321)
Gay men 
(n=85)
Lesbians 
_(n=89)
Level of 
significance Eta2
Variables Adj M SD Adj M SD Adj M SD Adj M SD p<
Global self-esteem 37.2
(37.2)
8.2 35.1
(35.2)
7.7 34.2
(34)
8.1 31.7
(31.5)
9.3 .001 .039
Body-esteem 84.9
(85.7)
13.6 81.7
(81.5)
15 80.3
(81.7)
15.6 77.5
(76.1)
18.1 .005 .023
Importance 45.5
(45.4)
13.5 46.3
(46.2)
13.2 47
(47)
12.1 48.9
(48.7)
12.9 n.s -
Affective importance 9.7
(9.6)
2.1 10.1
(10)
2.2 9.5
(9.5)
2.3 10.1
(10)
2.1 n.s -
Perceived reactions 15.6
(15.6)
5.2 15.6
(15.6)
4.8 16
(16)
4.6 16.6
(16.5)
5.1 n.s -
Magnitude of impact 20.1
(20.2)
8.8 20.5
(20.5)
8.4 21.3
(21.4)
7.2 22.2
(22.2)
8 n.s -
Direction of impact 1.4
(1.7)
3.2 0.1
(0.05)
3.5 0.6
(0.87)
3.7 -0.3
(-0.5)
3.6 .001 .030
Wilks’ A = .91, F (18,1722) = 2.6, p ~ 0, Eta1 = .026
The Wilks’ Lamda of .91 was significant [F(18, 1722) = 2.6, p ~ 0] indicating that the 
hypothesis that adjusted group means on the dependent variables are the same for the four 
groups can be rejected. The multivariate Eta2 = .026 indicates approximately 3% of 
multivariate variance of the dependent variables is associated with sexual orientation and 
sex, controlling for body mass differences. The reported p-values on the MANCOVA 
output do not take into account that multiple ANCOVAs have been conducted. For this 
reason and in order to control for Type I error a traditional Bonferroni procedure was 
adopted and each ANCOVA was tested at the 0.00625 level (.05 divided by the number 
of ANCOVAs conducted, .05/8). Therefore, univariate ANCOVAs (table 61), indicate
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that the adjusted means for scores on the importance scale and its subscales did not differ 
according to group membership and after controlling for body mass. On the other hand, 
univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(3, 614)=8, p ~ 0], body-esteem [F(3, 
614)=4.8, p < .005], and direction of the impact [F(3, 614)=6.3, p ~ 0] suggested a 
significant relationship with sex and sexual orientation, controlling for body mass 
differences.
Having found that 3 ANCOVAs were significant, pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni 
correction method across the 3 dependent variables were tested at the .00625 level (see 
appendix 3ii for pair-wise comparisons table). With regards to global self-esteem 
heterosexual men and women had significantly higher global self-esteem than lesbians. 
With regards to body-esteem and in support of the hypothesis, heterosexual men had 
significantly higher body-esteem than heterosexual women, gay men and lesbians after 
controlling for body mass differences. Regarding the direction of the impact, heterosexual 
men perceived an overall positive impact, whereas heterosexual women and lesbians 
perceived an overall negative impact. The difference was significant. Finally, the 
direction of the impact for heterosexual men was more positive than the impact reported 
by gay men but it was not statistically significant.
260
Using the standard BMI classification participants were classified as normal weight (335 
participants, 133 male and 202 female, M = 32.2 years, SD=13.8) and overweight (283 
participants, 85 male and 198 female, M = 35.9 years, SD=13.9). A 2 X 8 MANOVA was 
carried out to test possible differences in the two groups.
W eight groups
Table 62
Analysis of variance according to weight (raw means in brackets)
Average weight 
(n=335)
Overweight
(n=283)
Level of 
significance 
P<
Eta2
Mean SD Mean SD
Global self-esteem 35.8 8 34.3 8.2 .05 .009
Body-esteem 85.8 13.7 77 16.1 ~0 .081
Importance 46.9 12.6 46 13.7 n.s -
Affective importance 10.1 2.2 9.7 2.1 .001 .011
Perceived reactions 15.9 4.6 15.6 5.3 n.s. .
Magnitude of impact 20.9 8.2 20.6 8.4 n.s -
Direction of impact 1.4 3.3 -0.78 3.5 -0 .099
Wilks’ A = .86, F(6,602)=15.9,p~0, Eta2 = .14
The MANOVA was significant at the p--0 level, suggesting that on the overall
variables had significant differences as a function of body mass. The Wilks’ Lamda of 
.86 was significant [F(6, 602) = 15.9, p~0] indicating that the hypothesis that group 
means on the dependent variables are the same for the two groups can be rejected. The 
multivariate Eta2 = .14 indicates 14% of multivariate variance in the dependent variables 
is associated with body mass. Univariate ANOVAs (table 62) indicated that the mean 
scores for global self-esteem, importance and the importance subscales, with the 
exception of affective importance, did not differ according to weight as they exceeded 
0.00625 (Bonferroni correction method). On the other hand, univariate ANOVAs for 
body-esteem [F(l, 607)=53.3, p~0], affective importance [F(l, 607)=6.9, p < .001] and 
direction of the impact [F(l, 607)=66.3, p~0] suggested a significant relationship with
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weight. In particular, overweight compared to average weight participants appeared 
significantly lower in body-esteem, reported significantly lower affective importance and 
perceived a negative impact of body image in their lives. As can be seen, although there 
is a significant difference in affective importance scores, when the overall scale is 
concerned the effect disappears. Supportive of the suggestions made in the introduction 
of this study, overweight participants seem to devalue the importance of physical 
appearance to themselves but they cannot ‘pretend’ that it does not have an effect on their 
lives.
Ase groups
Age was a further characteristic that was selected from the general sample. The younger 
group (>=29) consisted of 293 participants, 96 of which were male and 197 were female 
(M=24.1, SD=3.5). The middle age group (30-49) consisted of 217 participants of which 
81 were male and 136 were female (M=36.3, SD=5.3). The older group (<=50) consisted 
of 119 participants, 64 of which were male and 55 of which were female (M=63, 
SD=9.3). A 3 group X 2 BMI analysis of variance was carried out to test possible weight 
differences. The test was significant [F(2, 617)= 15.5, p~0]. Pairwise comparisons using 
the Bonferroni correction method revealed that the younger group (M=2.4) had 
significantly lower BMI scores than the middle age group (M=2.8) and the eldest group 
(M=2.7). The middle age group did not differ significantly from the eldest group.
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In order to test whether the groups differed on the variables of analysis as a function of 
age, MANCOVA analysis was performed controlling for body mass. The results are 
presented in table 63 below:
Table 63
Analysis of variance as a function of age and controlling for BMI (raw means are given in brackets)
29<=
(n=293)
30-49 yrs 
(n=217)
50>=
(n=119)
Level of 
significance Eta2
Adj M SD Adj M SD Ad j M SD P<
Global self-esteem 33.9
(34.1)
8.1 35.4
(35.1)
8.2 37.8
(37.4)
8.7 ~0 .026
Body-esteem 79.3
(80.5)
14.6 83.8
(82.1)
16.5 85.8
(84.7)
16.2 ~0 .027
Importance 47.9
(47.7)
12.2 47.3
(47.3)
12.7 40.3
(40.2)
15.7 -0 .036
Affective importance 10.4
(10.3)
2.1 9.8
(9.6)
2.1 8.8
(8.7)
2.5 ~0 .060
Perceived reactions 16.1
(16.2)
4.6 16.4
(16.3)
4.7 13.5
(13.4)
5.8 ~0 .036
Magnitude of impact 21.3
(21.2)
7.9 21.2
(21.3)
8.1 18
(18.2)
9.4 004 .018
Direction of impact 0.2
(0.4)
3.6 0.4
(0.1)
3.6 1.1
(0.9)
3.3 n.s -
Wilks’ A = .89, F(12,1202)=5.4, p ~ 0, Eta1 = .052
The Wilks’ Lamda of .89 was significant [F(12, 1202) = 5.4, p~0] indicating that the 
hypothesis that group means on the dependent variables are the same for the three groups 
can be rejected. The multivariate Eta2 = .052 indicates 5% of the multivariate variance of 
the dependent variables is associated with age, controlling for body mass differences. 
Significance levels for all variables were below p < .00625 (Bonferroni correction 
method). Univariate ANCOVAs (table 63), indicate that the adjusted means for scores on 
the direction of impact did not differ according to group membership and after controlling 
for body mass. On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(2,
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606)=7.9, p~0], body-esteem [F(2, 606)=8.5, p~0], importance [F(2, 606)=T1.3, p~0], 
affective importance [F(2, 606)=19.4, p~0], perceived reactions [F(2, 606)=11.4, p~0] 
and magnitude of impact [F(2, 606)=5.6, p < .005] suggested a significant relationship 
with age, controlling for body mass differences. In particular, all the variables differed 
according to age.
Having found that 6 ANCOVAs were significant, pairwise comparisons revealed that all 
the variables of the analysis were significantly different between the younger and the 
older group (see appendix 3ii for pair-wise comparisons table). In addition, body-esteem 
and affective importance were significantly different between the younger and the middle 
aged group (p < .00625). Importance and perceived reaction were significantly different 
between the middle aged and the older group. In particular, the older group appeared 
significantly higher in body and global self-esteem, attached significantly less importance 
and affective importance, believed that they are less judged and treated according to their 
physical appearance and reported significantly less perceived impact of physical 
appearance on their life. The majority of the differences were apparent between the 
younger and the older group, whereas in the middle group differences between younger 
and older participants were much less apparent. Having found that the majority of the 
significant differences occurred between the younger and the older group, subsequent 
analysis was conducted using these two age groups only.
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A  further aim of this study was to test the moderating role of importance as measured by 
affective importance, perceived reactions and magnitude of impact in the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem. Following the guidelines of Baron and Kenny 
(1986) as well as of Jaccard, Wan and Turrisi (1990) on testing for moderating effects 
this analysis was performed by centering importance and body-esteem (by subtracting the 
means from the actual scores) and creating an interaction variable between importance 
and body-esteem (moderator). This analysis was performed in the whole sample first and 
then according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. Global self-esteem was 
regressed on body-esteem, importance and the interaction between the two to explore the 
moderating role of importance between body-esteem and global self-esteem. With the 
exception of weight groups, in all group analyses BMI was included in the regression in 
order to partial out body mass differences that could influence any moderating effects. It 
may be the case that group differences in the moderating effects are related to weight 
differences rather than to sex, sexuality and age differences. The results for each 
moderator and group are presented in the tables below:
7.6.4 Testing th e  in teractive hypothesis
Whole sample 
Table 64
Importance as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem in the whole sample
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Body-esteem .524 14.901 ~0
Importance -.171 -5.200 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .121 3.666 -0
BMI .082 2.385 .05
F(4,625)« 85.1, R=.594, R2=.352, Adj R2=.348, p -  0
‘Dependent variable: Global self-esteem
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Regression analyses for the whole sample were significant at the p ~ 0 level. The results 
showed that the interaction between importance and body-esteem was significantly 
related to global self-esteem (p~0) after controlling for body mass differences. The 
relationship was positive suggesting that higher importance was associated with a 
stronger relationship between body and global self-esteem adding supporting evidence to 
the interactive hypothesis.
Sex and sexual orientation 
Table 65
Importance as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem according to sex and 
sexual orientation
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Body-esteem .489 6.730 ~0
Importance -.247 -2.889 .005
Importance X body-esteem .320 3.841 ~0
BMI .059 .755 n.s
F ( 4 , 1 3 8 )  =  1 4 .1 , R = .5 3 9 ,  R J= .2 9 0 ,  A d j  R J= .2 7 0 ,  p  ~ 0
Heterosexual females
Body-esteem .486 9.303 ~o
Importance -.220 -4.606 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .093 1.995 .05
BMI .050 1.004 n.s
F ( 4 , 3 0 8 )  =  4 3 .3 ,  R = .6 0 0 ,  R ^ . 3 6 0 ,  A d j  R *= .3 5 2 ,  p  ~  0
Gay men
Body-esteem .567 6.006 ~0
Importance -.175 -1.875 .05
Importance X body-esteem -.051 -.540 n.s
BMI .073 .778 n.s
F (4 ,  7 9 )  =  1 1 .4 , R = .6 0 3 ,  R J= .3 6 4 ,  A d j  R J= .3 3 2 ,  p  ~  0
Lesbians
Body-esteem .523 4.716 ~0
Importance -.140 -1.621 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .158 1.483 n.s
BMI .188 2.106 .05
F (4 ,  8 2 )  =  1 4 .1 , R = .6 3 8 ,  R 3= .4 0 8 ,  A d j  R 2= .3 7 9 ,  p  ~  0 
♦ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
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Regression analyses for sex and sexual orientation were significant at the p ~ 0 level. The 
results showed that the interaction between importance and body-esteem was 
significantly related to global self-esteem for heterosexual men (p~0) and heterosexual 
women (p<.05) controlling for body mass differences. The relationship was positive 
suggesting that higher importance was associated with a stronger relationship between 
body and global self-esteem adding supporting evidence to the interactive hypothesis. In 
gay men and lesbians body-esteem was related to global self-esteem regardless of the 
importance attached after controlling for weight. For reasons that will be discussed more 
thoroughly later on in this chapter, the present scale of importance may not work for gay 
men and lesbians party because there are aspects of importance related to gay and lesbian 
cultures that were not taken into account in the development of the scale.
Weight
Table 66
Importance as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem according to weight
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Average weight
Body-esteem .507 10.738 ~0
Importance -.103 -2.134 .05
Importance X body-esteem .037 .770 n.s
F ( 3 , 3 2 9 )  -  4 2 .9 ,  R = .5 3 0 ,  R J= .2 8 0 ,  A d j  R J= .2 7 4 ,  p  ~ 0
Overweight
Body-esteem .458 9.389 -0
Importance -.241 -5.026 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .186 3.997 ~0
F ( 3 , 2 8 0 )  =  6 8 .6 ,  R = .6 5 1 ,  R J= .4 2 4 ,  A d j  R J= .4 1 8 ,  p  ~  0 
♦ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analyses for weight were significant at the p ~ 0 level. As table 66 suggests, 
importance was found to moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem 
in overweight individuals supporting the interactive hypothesis. On the other hand, body- 
esteem was related to global self-esteem in average weight participants regardless of the
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importance attached. Therefore the interactive hypothesis was evident in overweight 
participants only. As will be discussed later, the scale of importance developed for this 
study may have included items that are more relevant to the body image of overweight 
individuals and therefore moderating effects were apparent only in this group.
Age 
Table 67
Importance as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem according to age___
IVs*________________ Standardized beta_________ T_____________ p5_
__________________________ Younger group____________________
Body-esteem .518 9.925 ~0
Importance -.171 -3.688 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .102 2.072 .05
BMI___________________ .096_____________1.996____________ ms_
F ( 4 , 2 4 6 )  =  4 3 .2 ,  R = .5 9 8 ,  R H 3 S 7 ,  A d j  R 2= .3 4 9 ,  p  ~  0
 Older group_____________________
Body-esteem .519 4.501 ~0
Importance -.076 -.746 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .134 1.194 n.s
BMI___________________ 216____________ 2.009____________ ms_
F ( 4 , 9 5 )  =  5 .2 , R = .4 5 5 ,  R 2= .2 0 7 ,  A d j  R 2= .  1 6 8 ,  p  <  .0 0 1  
‘ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analyses with regards to different age groups were significant at the p ~ 0 
level for the younger group and at the p < .001 level for the older group. According to 
table 67, importance moderated the relationship between body and global self-esteem in 
the younger group, whereas body-esteem was related to global self-esteem in the older 
group regardless of the importance attached. Therefore, the interactive hypothesis was 
evident in the younger group only. As argued in previous chapters, older people may 
employ different criteria to the ones employed by younger people to assess the 
importance attached to a particular domain. Furthermore, importance in younger people 
may be related to aesthetic aspects, whereas in older people it may be related to
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functional aspects. These explanations will be discussed more thoroughly in the 
discussion.
7.6.5 Testing the modified selectivity hypothesis
As suggested in the introduction of this study, a further way to understand the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem is related to the modified 
selectivity hypothesis. As hypothesized, importance will have a stronger moderating 
effect in the relationship between body and global self-esteem for those individuals who 
believe that physical appearance has a positive impact on their life. Therefore, although in 
those individuals who perceive a negative impact of physical appearance there is still a 
range of importance attached to physical appearance, importance is not important or 
relevant in the relationship between body and global self-esteem. It was further 
suggested that there are within-group differences in perceptions of the impact of a 
particular domain on the life. Not all individuals in a group will perceive a negative 
impact of a particular domain and therefore, the modified selectivity hypothesis is 
expected to be evident within the same group (i.e. importance will moderate the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem in overweight individuals who perceive 
a positive impact of physical appearance as opposed to overweight individuals who 
perceive a negative impact).
The modified selectivity hypothesis was tested by separating all participants (whole 
sample) as well as each particular group into two distinct groups and sub-groups 
respectively; those who reported a positive impact of physical appearance on their life
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and those who reported a negative impact of physical appearance on their life (e.g. young 
individuals who perceived a positive impact and young individuals who perceived a 
negative impact). Participants were split using the mean value (those who fell above and 
those who fell below the mean) on the direction of perceived impact variable. Once 
participants were separated into two groups, it was first tested whether they differ in 
global self-esteem, body-esteem and importance ratings using MANOVA tests and 
controlling for body mass differences (with the exception of weight groups). Then, it was 
tested whether importance moderates the relationship between body and global self­
esteem in the whole sample as well as in different groups according to the direction of the 
impact (i.e. modified selectivity hypothesis). The procedure to testing for moderating 
effects was similar to the one performed in the previous section (when testing for the 
interactive hypothesis). Similar to testing for the interactive hypothesis, with the 
exception of weight groups, BMI was included in the regression in order to partial out 
body mass differences that could influence the moderating effects. The results are 
presented in the next sections.
Whole sample
As discussed, participants were separated into two groups (positive perceived impact and 
negative perceived impact group) using their mean scores in the direction of the 
perceived impact variable. The mean score for the overall sample was .46 with a standard 
deviation of 3.6. The negative perceived impact group consisted of 361 participants and 
the positive perceived impact group consisted of 280 participants. Initially, a MANOVA 
controlling for body mass was carried out to test differences between the positive and the
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negative perceived impact group. The description of the variables can be seen in table 68 
in the next page.
Table 68
Description of variables in the whole sample (controlling for weight; raw means are given in 
brackets)_____________________ ___________________________
Variables of analysis N Adj M SD Range Scale range
Positive impact group (n=280)
Global self-esteem 279 37.5 7.4 46 10-50
Body-esteem 280
(37.5)
88.3 12.6 77 25 -125
Importance 280
(89.4)
47.4 12.1
(47.5)
59 12-84
Negative impact group (n=361)
Global self-esteem 361 33.1 8.3 48 10-50
Body-esteem 360
(33.1)
76.7 15.1 90 25 - 125
Importance 361
(75.8)
45.9 13.8 
(45.7)
66 12-84
The Wilks’ Lamda of .83 was significant [F(l, 621) = 42.9, p ~ 0, H2=.168] suggesting 
that approximately 17% of multivariate variance of the dependent variables is associated 
with the perceived impact of physical appearance. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 68 
for description of variables), indicate that the adjusted means for scores on the 
importance scale did not differ according to group membership and after controlling for 
body mass. On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(3, 614)=8, 
p ~ 0] and body-esteem [F(3, 614)=4.8, p < .005] suggested a significant relationship 
with perceived impact, controlling for body mass differences.
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Importance and the direction of impact as moderators between body-esteem and global self-esteem in 
the whole sample__________________________________________________
Table 69
IVs* Standardized beta T p<
Positive impact group (n=280)
Body-esteem .261 4.488 ~0
Importance -.237 -3.617 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .311 4.702 ~0
BMI .017 • .30 n.s
F ( 4 , 2 6 7 )  =  1 4 .6 , R = .4 2 4 ,  R * = .1 8 0 ,  A d j  R 2= .1 6 8 ,  p  ~  0
Negative impact group (n=361)
Body-esteem .557 11.763 ~0
Importance -.203 -4.326 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .038 .905 n.s
BMI .130 3.04 .005
F ( 4 , 3 4 7 )  =  6 3 .8 ,  R = .6 5 1 ,  R J= .4 2 4 ,  A d j  R J= .4 1 7 ,  
‘Dependent variable: Global self-esteem
P ~ 0
Regression analyses for the whole sample were significant at the p ~ 0 level. As table 69 
shows, the interaction between importance and body-esteem was significant (p~0) in both 
the positive and the negative impact group after controlling for body mass differences. 
Supportive of the modified selectivity hypothesis, importance was a moderator in the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem only in the positive perceived impact 
group. Importance did not moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem 
in the negative perceived importance group suggesting that the interactive hypothesis 
holds for those individuals who believe that physical appearance has a positive impact on 
their life. Furthermore, BMI had an additional significant effect in the negative impact 
group, suggesting that weight is a significant factor only in those individuals who believe 
that physical appearance has a negative impact on their life.
Sexual orientation
Groups classified according to sex and sexual orientation were each separated into two 
sub-groups (positive perceived impact and negative perceived impact) using their mean
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scores in the direction of the perceived impact variable. The mean score for heterosexual 
men was 1.7 with a standard deviation of 3.2 and for heterosexual women was 0.05 with 
a standard deviation of 3.5. In addition the mean score for gay men was 0.8 with a 
standard deviation of 3.7 and for lesbians was -0.5 with a standard deviation of 3.6. The 
description of the variables can be seen in tables 70 and 72.
Heterosexual men and women 
Table 70
Description of variables in heterosexual men and women (controlling for weight; raw means 
are given in brackets) _____________________________________
Variables of analysis N M SD Range Scale range
Heterosexual males
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 84 38.3 8.1 46 10-50
Body-esteem 85
(38.1)
89.7 12.3 56 25 - 125
Importance 85
(89.7)
48.4
(49.1)
11.8 53 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 64 35.9 8.3 48 10-50
Body-esteem 63
(36.1)
81.1 13.8 74 25 - 125
Importance 64
(80.5) 
41.3
(40.5)
14.2 53 12-84
Heterosexual females
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 128 37.7 7.1 45 10-50
Body-esteem 128
(38.1)
87.2 12.8 77 25 - 125
Importance 128
(89.1)
45.6
(45.4)
12.3 56 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 191 33.3 7.5 33 10-50
Body-esteem 191
(33.3)
77.4 14.4 89 25 -125
Importance 191
(76.3)
46.8
(46.8)
14.1 60 12-84
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In heterosexual men the Wilks’ Lamda of .84 was significant [F(3, 138) = 8.7, p ~ 0, 
H2=.16] suggesting that 16% of multivariate variance of the dependent variables is 
associated with the perceived impact of physical appearance, controlling for body mass 
differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 70 for description of variables), indicate 
that the adjusted means for scores on the global self-esteem scale did not differ according 
to group membership and after controlling for body mass. On the other hand, univariate 
ANCOVAs for body-esteem [F(l, 140)=14.4, p ~ 0] and importance [F(l, 140)=10.1, p < 
,005] suggested a significant relationship with perceived impact, controlling for body 
mass differences.
Results for heterosexual women indicated that the Wilks’ Lamda of .87 was significant 
[F(3, 306) = 15.2, p ~ 0, H2=.126] suggesting that approximately 13% of multivariate 
variance of the dependent variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical 
appearance, controlling for body mass differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 70 
for description of variables), indicate that the adjusted means for scores on the body- 
esteem scale did not differ according to group membership and after controlling for body 
mass. On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(l, 308)=24.1, p 
~ 0] and importance [F(l, 308)=37.7, p < .005] suggested a significant relationship with 
perceived impact, controlling for body mass differences.
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Importance X direction of impact as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem in 
heterosexual men and women
Table 71
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Heterosexual males
Positive Impact (n=85)
Body-esteem .224 2.300 .05
Importance -.309 -2.303 .05
Importance X body-esteem .634 4.767 ~0
BMI -.033 -.337 n.s
F ( 4 , 7 8 )  =  9 .2 ,  R = .5 6 6 ,  R 2= .3 2 1 ,  A d j  R 3= .2 8 6 ,  p  ~  0
Negative impact (n=64)
Body-esteem .554 4.173 ~0
Importance -.308 -2.739 .01
Importance X body-esteem .196 1.545 n.s
BMI .097 .935 n.s
F ( 4 , 5 5 )  ■  1 0 .3 , R - . 6 5 5 .  R 2= .4 2 9 ,  A d j  R 2= .3 8 7 ,  p ~ 0
Heterosexual females
Positive impact (n=128)
Body-esteem .218 2.424 .05
Importance -.261 -2.783 .01
Importance X body-esteem .116 1.238 n.s
BMI .078 .843 n.s
F ( 4 , 1 1 9 )  =  4 .1 ,  R = ,3 4 9 ,  R 2= .1 2 2 ,  A d j  R 2= .0 9 2 ,  p  ~  0
Negative impact (n=191)
Body-esteem .575 8.853 ~0
Importance -.177 -2.819 .005
Importance X body-esteem .079 1.370 n.s
BMI .076 1.286 n.s
F ( 4 , 1 8 2 )  =  3 7 .5 ,  R = .6 7 2 ,  R 2= .4 5 2 ,  A d j  R 2= .4 4 0 ,  p ~ 0
‘ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e ;  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analyses for all groups were significant at the p~0 level. Looking at 
heterosexual men and as hypothesized, importance moderated the relationship between 
body and global self-esteem in those heterosexual men who believed that the impact of 
physical appearance is positive compared to those heterosexual men who believed that 
the impact is negative. With regards to heterosexual women and as table 71 shows, the 
interaction between importance and body-esteem was not significant in either group (i.e. 
positive and negative perceived impact). Therefore, although the interactive hypothesis is
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evident in heterosexual women, when the modified selectivity hypothesis is considered 
the moderating effect of importance disappears. Weight differences were not significant 
in any of the groups.
Gay men and lesbians 
Table 72
Description of variables in gay men and lesbians (controlling for weight; raw means are given 
in brackets)_______________________________________________
Variables of analysis N Ad j M SD Range Scale range
Gay men
Global self-esteem
Positive impact
42 35.7 5.9 22 10-50
Body-esteem 41
(35.7)
87.8 11.9 65 25 -125
Importance 42
(88.2)
49.8 9.2 38 12-84
(49.9)
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 41 33.3 9.4 43 10-50
Body-esteem 40
(33.1)
76.5 15.9 87 25 - 125
Importance 41
(76.3)
44.9
(44.9)
13.2 63 12-84
Lesbians
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 41 36.1 8.7 39 10-50
Body-esteem 41
(35.4)
88.4 13.3 61 25 - 125
Importance 41
(89.1) 
45.8
(46.1)
14.9 59 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 47 27.6 8.3 34 10-50
Body-esteem 47
(28.1)
65.5 13.5 63 25 - 125
Importance 47
(64.8)
51.4
(51.4)
10.1 50 12-84
Looking at gay men, the Wilks’ Lamda of .80 was significant [F(3, 83) = 6.1, p ~ 0, 
H2=.192] suggesting that approximately 19% of multivariate variance of the dependent 
variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical appearance, controlling for
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body mass differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 72 for description of variables), 
indicate that the adjusted means for scores on the global self-esteem and importance 
scales did not differ according to group membership and after controlling for body mass. 
On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for body-esteem [F(l, 81)=11.9, p < .001] 
suggested a significant relationship with perceived impact, controlling for body mass 
differences.
Results for lesbians indicated that the Wilks’ Lamda of .59 was significant [F(3, 88) = 
18.6, p ~ 0, H2=.408] suggesting that approximately 41% of multivariate variance of the 
dependent variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical appearance, 
controlling for body mass differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 72 for 
description of variables), indicate that the adjusted means for scores on the importance 
scale did not differ according to group membership and after controlling for body mass. 
On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(l, 86)=18.3, p ~ 0] 
and body-esteem [F(l, 86)=54.5, p~0] suggested a significant relationship with perceived 
impact, controlling for body mass differences.
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Table 73
Importance X direction of impact as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem in gay men 
and lesbians____________________________________________________
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Gay men
Positive impact (n=42)
Body-esteem .558 3.488 .005
Importance -.074 -.441 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .009 .048 n.s
BMI -.222 -1.479 n.s
F { 4 , 4 1 )  =  4 .5 , R = .6 1 9 ,  R 3= .3 8 3 ,  A d j  R 3= .2 9 8 ,  p  <  .0 5
Negative impact (n=41)
Body-esteem .505 3.630 .001
Importance -.262 -1.831 n.s
Importance X body-esteem -.150 -1.043 n.s
BMI .216 1.781 n.s
F ( 4 , 4 0 )  =  7 .6 ,  R = .6 4 9 ,  R 2= .4 2 1 ,  A d j  R 2= .3 6 6 ,  p ~ 0
Lesbians
Positive impact (n=4I)
Body-esteem .351 2.185 .05
Importance -.413 -2.483 .05
Importance X body-esteem .420 2.219 .05
BMI .076 .554 n.s
F ( 4 , 4 0 )  =  5 .1 ,  R = .6 0 7 ,  R 2= .3 6 9 ,  A d j  R J= .2 9 7 ,  p  <  .0 0 5
Negative impact (n=47)
Body-esteem .374 2.287 .05
Importance .051 .232 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .227 .915 n.s
BMI .265 1.973 n.s
F ( 4 ,  4 4 )  =  4 .1 , R = .5 3 7 ,  R *= .2 8 8 ,  A d j  R 2= .2 1 8 ,  p <  .01  
♦ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analysis for gay men who perceived a positive impact was significant at the p 
< 0.05 level, whereas for gay men who perceived a negative impact was significant at the 
p ~ 0 level. However, similar to heterosexual women, the interaction between importance 
and body-esteem was not significant. The modified selectivity hypothesis argument 
cannot be supported for gay men in this study. Therefore, the relationship between body 
and global self-esteem in gay men was not explained neither from the importance 
attached to physical appearance nor by the direction of perceived impact of physical 
appearance. Regression analysis for lesbians who perceived a positive impact was
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significant at the p < .005 and for lesbians who perceived a negative impact was 
significant at the p < .01 level. In support of the modified selectivity hypothesis 
argument, importance moderated the relationship between body and global self-esteem in 
those lesbians who believed that the impact of physical appearance is positive compared 
to those lesbians who believed that the impact is negative. Weight differences were not 
significant in any of the groups.
Weight
Groups classified according to weight were each separated into two sub-groups (positive 
perceived impact and negative perceived impact) using their mean scores in the direction 
of the perceived impact variable. The mean score for average weight participants was 1.5 
with a standard deviation of 3.3 and for overweight participants was -0.78 with a standard 
deviation of 3.5.
Table 74
Description of variables in average and overweight individuals
Variables of analysis N M SD Range Scale range
Average weight
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 171 37.5 7.5 45 10-50
Body-esteem 172 90.5 12.1 74 25 - 125
Importance 172 48.8 11.4 55 12-84
Ncgjitivc impact
Global self-esteem 161 34.1 8.1 43 10-50
Body-esteem 160 81.1 13.5 88 25 - 125
Importance 161 44.5 13.7 66 12-84
Overweight
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 131 38.1 7.1 46 10-50
Body-esteem 131 85.8 14.1 78 25 -125
Importance 131 40.7 13.6 62 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 149 31.1 7.8 38 10-50
Body-esteem 149 69.3 13.5 89 25 - 125
Importance 149 50.7 12.1 62 12-84
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Looking at average weight participants, the Wilks’ Lamda of .84 was significant [F(3, 
327) = 20.6, p ~ 0, H2=.159] suggesting that approximately 16% of multivariate variance 
of the dependent variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical 
appearance. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 74 for description of variables) for global 
self-esteem [F(l,329)=16.3, p~0], body-esteem [F(l, 329)=43.9, p~0] and importance 
[F(l,329)=8.7, p~0] suggested a significant relationship with the perceived impact.
Results for overweight participants indicated that the Wilks’ Lamda of .68 was significant 
[F(3, 276) = 42.6, p ~ 0, H2=.317] suggesting that approximately 32% of multivariate 
variance of the dependent variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical 
appearance. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 74 for description of variables) for global 
self-esteem [F(l,278)=60.9, p~0], body-esteem [F(l, 278)=99.2, p~0] and importance 
[F(l,278)=41.9, p~0] suggested a significant relationship with perceived impact. 
However, as opposed to all the sub-groups of analysis, overweight participants in the 
negative perceived impact group attached significantly higher importance to physical 
appearance than all groups who perceived a negative impact. This result suggests that 
overweight individuals who believe that physical appearance has a negative impact on 
their life still attach high importance to it.
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Importance X direction of impact as moderators between body-esteem and global self-esteem in 
average weight and overweight individuals________________________________
Table 75
IVs* Standardized beta T p<
Average weight
Positive impact (n=172)
Body-esteem .232 2.926 .005
Importance -.152 -1.765 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .250 2.692 .01
F ( 3 , 1 6 7 )  =  9 .1 ,  R = ,3 7 6 ,  R 3= .1 4 1 ,  A d j  R 3= .1 2 6 ,  p  ~  0
Negative impact (n=161)
Body-esteem .572 8.582 -0
Importance -.160 -2.461 .05
Importance X body-esteem -.056 -.873 n.s
F ( 3 , 1 5 6 ) =  3 8 .5 ,  R = .6 5 3 ,  R ^ . 4 2 6 ,  A d j  R 3= .4 1 5 ,  p  ~  0
Overweight
Positive impact (n=131)
Body-esteem
Importance
Importance X body-esteem
.436 5.321 
-.319 -3.498 
.266 2.875
~0
.001
.005
F ( 3 , 1 2 7 )  =  1 1 .5 , R = .4 6 2 ,  R ^ . 2 1 4 ,  A d j  R 3= .1 9 5 ,  p  ~ 0
Negative impact (n=149)
Body-esteem .408 5.465 ~o
Importance -.194 -2.467 .05
Importance X body-esteem .154 1.969 n.s
F ( 3 , 1 4 5 )  =  2 9 .1 ,  R = .6 1 3 ,  R 3= .3 7 6 ,  A d j  R 3= .3 6 3 ,  p  ~  0  
♦ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analyses for all sub-groups were significant at the p ~ 0 level. As table 75 
shows, the interaction between importance and body-esteem was significant for both 
average weight and overweight participants who perceived a positive impact of physical 
appearance on their life. On the other hand, the interaction between importance and body- 
esteem was not significant for any of the groups who perceived a negative impact of 
physical appearance on their life. These results are supportive of the modified selectivity 
hypothesis as importance moderated the relationship between body and global self- 
esteem only when a positive perceived impact of physical appearance was concerned.
281
Groups classified according to age were each separated into two sub-groups (positive 
perceived impact and negative perceived impact) using their mean scores in the direction 
of the perceived impact variable. The mean score for the younger group was 0.5 with a 
standard deviation of 3.6 and for the older group was 0.9 with a standard deviation of 3.4.
Table 76
Description of variables in younger and older individuals (controlling for weight; raw means 
are given in brackets)_________________________________________
Variables of analysis N Adj M SD Range Scale range
Younger group
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 141 36.8 7.1 45 10-50
Body-esteem 140
(36.8)
88.1 12.4 65 25 -125
Importance 141
(88.7)
47.2
(47.1)
12.1 58 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 151 31.9 8.1 48 10-50
Body-esteem 151
(32)
74.6 12.7 71 25 - 125
Importance 151
(73.8)
48.4
(48.3)
12.4 62 12-84
Older group
Positive impact
Global self-esteem 46 39.4 7.5 43 10-50
Body-esteem 46
(38.9)
87.3 13.8 55 25 - 125
Importance 46
(88.1)
46.9
(47)
14.1 54 12-84
Negative impact
Global self-esteem 50 36.1 9.2 43 10-50
Body-esteem 49
(36.4)
82.7 17.3 88 25 -125
Importance 50
(81.8)
35.4
(35.2)
15.1 58 12-84
In the younger group the Wilks’ Lamda of .78 was significant [F(3, 291) = 29, p ~ 0, 
H2=.2203 suggesting that 22% of multivariate variance of the dependent variables is
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associated with the perceived impact of physical appearance, controlling for body mass 
differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 76 for description of variables), indicate 
that the adjusted means for scores on the importance scale did not differ according to 
group membership and after controlling for body mass. On the other hand, univariate 
ANCOVAs for global self-esteem [F(l,290)=28.6, p~0] and body-esteem [F(l, 
290)=85.8, p~0] suggested a significant relationship with perceived impact, controlling 
for body mass differences.
Results for the older group indicated that the Wilks’ Lamda of .83 was significant [F(3, 
96) = 5.6, p ~ 0, H2=.173] suggesting that approximately 17% of multivariate variance of 
the dependent variables is associated with the perceived impact of physical appearance, 
controlling for body mass differences. Univariate ANCOVAs (see table 76 for 
description of variables), indicate that the adjusted means for scores on the global self­
esteem and body-esteem scale did not differ according to group membership and after 
controlling for body mass. On the other hand, univariate ANCOVAs for importance 
[F(l,94)=11.9, p < .001] suggested a significant relationship with perceived impact, 
controlling for body mass differences.
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Table 77
Importance X direction of impact as a moderator between body-esteem and global self-esteem in younger 
and older individuals
IVs* Standardized beta T P<
Younger group
Positive impact (n=141)
Body-esteem .444 5.820 ~0
Importance -.340 -3.996 ~0
Importance X body-esteem .233 2.684 .01
BMI .089 1.154 n.s
F ( 4 , 1 3 4 ) =  1 4 .7 , R = .5 5 2 ,  R J= .3 0 5 ,  A d j  R 2= .2 8 4 ,  p-- 0
Negative impact (n=151)
Body-esteem .486 6.525 ~0
Importance -.105 -1.403 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .064 .869 n.s
BMI .094 1.404 n.s
F ( 4 , 1 4 3 )  =  1 8 .5 , R = .5 5 1 ,  R ^ . 3 0 4 ,  A d j  R J= .2 8 8 ,  p -- 0
Older group
Positive impact (n=46)
Body-esteem -.219 -1.529 n.s
Importance -.129 -.626 n.s
Importance X body-esteem .664 3.449 .005
BMI .055 .338 n.s
F ( 4 , 4 1 )  =  5 .7 ,  R = .6 4 6 ,  R J= .4 1 8 ,  A d j  R 3= .3 4 5 ,  p ~ 0
Negative impact (n=50)
Body-esteem .739 5.321 ~0
Importance -.223 -2.088 .05
Importance X body-esteem .064 .479 n.s
BMI .273 2.419 .05
F { 4 , 4 4 )  =  1 3 .8 9 5 , R = .7 4 7 ,  R ^ . 5 5 8 ,  A d j  R J= .5 1 8 ,  p ~ 0
♦ D e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e :  G l o b a l  s e l f - e s t e e m
Regression analyses for all sub-groups were significant at the p ~ 0 level. Similar to the 
overall sample and to average and overweight participants, importance moderated the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem only in younger and older individuals 
who perceived a positive impact of physical appearance on their life. These results are 
supportive of the modified selectivity hypothesis suggesting that attaching higher 
importance to a domain that is perceived as having a positive impact on one’s life results 
in a stronger relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem.
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Multivariate analysis of variance indicated that there are significant within-group 
differences in global self-esteem, body-esteem and importance ratings according to the 
perceived impact of physical appearance on one’s life. Supportive of Rosenberg’s (1982) 
selectivity hypothesis, some of the groups who perceived a negative impact of physical 
appearance attached significantly lower importance to it compared to groups who 
perceived a positive impact. These groups were heterosexual men and women, average 
weight and overweight as well as older participants. On the other hand, there were no 
within-group differences in importance ratings in gay men, lesbians and younger 
individuals. In addition, the selectivity hypothesis did not hold in overweight individuals 
as the opposite pattern emerged in the data. In particular, overweight individuals who 
perceived a negative impact of physical appearance attached significantly higher 
importance to physical appearance than overweight individuals who perceived a positive 
impact.
Regardless of differences in importance ratings according to the perceived impact of 
physical appearance, importance moderated the relationship between body and global 
self-esteem in those groups and sub-groups who perceived a positive impact of physical 
appearance on their life. With the exception of heterosexual women and gay men, these 
data support the modified selectivity hypothesis, which maintains that importance is more 
relevant in those individuals who perceive a positive impact of a domain on their life.
Sum m ary o f  the results on the m odified  selectivity hypothesis
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Since James (1890) formulated the interactive hypothesis which was later supported by 
Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith (1967), a considerable amount of research has been 
generated to test this hypothesis. However, the majority of the empirical evidence 
suggests that domain-specific self-evaluations are related to global evaluations of the self 
regardless of the importance attached to these domains. The present study explored the 
interactive hypothesis on a pre-selected domain of the self (physical appearance). 
However, as argued, there are various ways in which a particular domain is important in 
one’s life and individuals may respond to the question of importance in different ways 
and from different standpoints. The main contribution of this study centers upon the 
conceptualization and development of a scale to measure the importance attached to 
physical appearance, which explained the relationship between body and global self­
esteem (interactive hypothesis; Rosenberg, 1965). In addition, it was found that the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem is not only influenced by the 
importance attached to body image but also by the direction of the impact of physical 
appearance in one’s life. Supportive of the modified selectivity hypothesis, present data 
suggested that importance moderates the relationship between body and global self­
esteem in those individuals who perceive a positive impact of physical appearance on 
their life.
Group membership
One of the hypotheses of group membership was that body and global self-esteem will 
differ in groups classified according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. In support
7.7 Discussion
286
of the hypothesis and confirming the results of the second study of this thesis, 
heterosexual men appeared higher in body and global self-esteem than heterosexual 
women, gay men and lesbians (e.g. Rodin et al., 1985; Thomas, 1989; Pliner et al., 1990; 
Striegel-Moore et al, 1990; Stowers & Durm, 1996; Monteath & McCabe, 1997; 
Heffernan, 1999; Forbes et al., 2001; Yelland and Tiggerman, 2003). Similarly, 
overweight compared to average weight participants appeared significantly lower in body 
and global self-esteem supporting previous results (e.g. Mendelson & White, 1985; 
Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocker et al., 1993; Mendelson et al., 1996; Miller & Downey, 
1999, Mendelson et al., 2001). Finally, in support of the results of the second study older 
participants appeared significantly higher in body and global self-esteem than their 
younger counterparts.
A further aim of the present study was to explore whether the aspects of importance 
considered in this study would differ in groups classified according to sexual orientation, 
weight and age. Results revealed that the importance scale and its subscales did not differ 
according to sex and sexual orientation. Heterosexual men, heterosexual women, gay 
men and lesbians did not differ significantly in the affective importance they attached to 
body image, their perceived reactions from others and the impact they believed body 
image has on their lives. With regards to the affective importance attached, results were 
supportive of the findings of the second study of this thesis which found that importance 
did not differ as a function of sex and sexuality. Although Pliner et al (1990) found that 
women attach greater importance to their physical appearance than men it can be argued 
that body image pre-occupation has ceased to be a female characteristic. Probably the
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reason for this change can be traced to media influences and the change of attitudes in 
western cultures. Although traditionally body image ideals were more applicable to 
heterosexual women, they have become more prevalent in men as well (e.g. Pope et al, 
1997). Moving on to perceived reactions from others, contrary to Yelland and 
Tiggemann’s (2003) results, perceived reactions from others did not differ between 
heterosexual and gay men. Although mean scores indicated that gay men expressed 
stronger beliefs that they would be judged and treated according to their body image, the 
difference was not significant. In addition, perceived reactions from others were similar 
in heterosexual men and women.
With the exception of affective importance, weight did not yield significant differences in 
the importance scale and its subscales. Overweight participants did not differ 
significantly from average weight participants in terms of perceived reactions from others 
and perceptions of the magnitude of the impact of physical appearance on their life. 
However, similar to the second study of this thesis, overweight participants attached 
significantly less affective importance to their physical appearance. As already discussed 
(e.g. selectivity hypothesis) and from a stigma point of view, it can be argued that 
overweight participants lower the importance they attach to their physical appearance to 
avoid negative self-evaluations. The same was found in both the second and the present 
study (when individual importance is concerned). However, when different aspects of 
importance were considered in this study this trend changed. As argued one may attach 
little importance to physical appearance, but one may still believe that physical 
appearance has a negative impact on one’s life. This was the case in this study.
288
Operationalising importance as the extent to which a particular domain has an impact on 
one’s life, the difference between overweight and average weight participants 
disappeared. Although overweight individuals can lower the affective importance they 
attach to their physical appearance (i.e. selectivity hypothesis), they may not be able to 
influence the impact of physical appearance on their lives (as it is defined in relation to 
other people). This is not to suggest though that overweight participants perceive higher 
impact than anyone else (as the difference in this aspect of importance was not significant 
between them and average weight participants).
Most of the differences on the importance scale and its subscales were associated with 
age. Firstly, results on affective importance were supportive of the second study of this 
thesis which found that older adults attach significantly less importance to their physical 
appearance than younger age groups (e.g. Pliner et al., 1990). In addition, older adults 
believed that their physical appearance affected much less the way they thought other 
people treated and judged them, and they reported lower magnitude of perceived impact 
of physical appearance on their life. As discussed, the magnitude of perceived impact in 
this study was measured in relation to other people (e.g. social activities, intimate 
relationships). Thus, if older individuals believe that the magnitude of the impact of 
physical appearance on their life has been relatively low, it is not surprising that they also 
believe that their physical appearance affects much less the way they are judged and 
treated by other people. Although one can argue that older individuals may lower the 
importance they attach to physical appearance to cope with a possible threat, older adults 
appeared to have significantly higher body-esteem that the younger group. Thus, there is
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no reason to expect that older adults would lower the importance they attach to their body 
image in order avoid negative self-evaluations. As discussed, older adults may use less 
aesthetic standards to assess their body image and attach less aesthetic importance to their 
body image. Along the same lines, functional aspects of body image may be more 
important as people get older (e.g. Janelli, 1993; Paxton & Plythian, 1999). On the other 
hand, body image aesthetics and ideals may arguably be more applicable to younger age 
groups as these age groups may be more likely to be under social pressure to conform to 
them.
Finally, most of the group differences became apparent when the direction of the 
perceived impact of physical appearance on one’s life was concerned. The direction of 
perceived impact was found to differ according to sex, sexual orientation, weight and age. 
In particular, heterosexual and gay men, average weight and older individuals reported an 
overall positive impact of physical appearance on their lives, whereas on the other hand, 
heterosexual women, lesbians, overweight and younger individuals reported an overall 
negative or a significantly less positive impact of physical appearance on their lives. 
These results may help to explain why previous studies have found that heterosexual 
women, lesbians, younger and overweight individuals appear dissatisfied with their body 
image. Furthermore, these results can explain why although men and women do not differ 
on the importance they attach to their physical appearance, the former are significantly 
more satisfied with their body image than the latter. Along these lines, the direction of the 
impact of physical appearance on one’s life may help to explain why older individuals 
have been found to be significantly more satisfied with their body image and have higher
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self-esteem (i.e. the older group had the highest positive mean score of the direction of 
the impact than any other group in this study). Therefore, it can be suggested that the 
direction of the impact of a domain on one’s life can be a significant source of knowledge 
about how individuals evaluate themselves on particular domains of the self.
A scale measuring the importance attached to physical appearance: evidence for the 
interactive hypothesis
As proposed in the introduction of the study, one of the reasons that past research has not 
been supportive of the interactive hypothesis is related to the way importance has been 
conceptualized and subsequently operationalised. Since James (1890) discussed the role 
of importance, which was later elaborated further by Rosenberg (1965), researchers have 
assumed that if individuals are asked how important a domain is in their life, they would 
all respond from a similar standpoint. Under this assumption, there has not been a general 
consensus in past research on what defines importance or what it may involve. A main 
proposition of this study is that importance may mean different things to different 
individuals and therefore individuals may respond to the question of importance using 
different criteria. In particular, importance was measured in this study as having: a) an 
individual value (e.g. individual importance) and b) an ‘impact’ value (the perceived 
impact that a specific domain may have on an individuals’ life). Participants were firstly 
asked to report how important physical appearance is to them (individual value). By and 
large, this is how importance was measured in most previous studies (as well as in the 
second study of this thesis). In addition, the perceived impact value of importance was 
measured by asking participants to report how much physical appearance affects a) the
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way they are treated and/or judged by other people, b) their mood and c) different aspects 
of their life (e.g. social/academic/work/family/intimate relationships). Conceptualising 
and measuring importance as having different aspects, this was the only study (known to 
the researcher) to develop a scale of importance that succeeded in moderating the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem. Mendelson (2000) 
attempted to measure the importance attached to physical appearance using several items 
without success. Therefore, this is a major contribution of this study. The scale of 
importance had good psychometric properties. For example, the reliability of the scale 
was higher than the Body-Esteem Scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984) and as high as the 
Global Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). In addition, the scale had good internal 
consistency as factor analysis revealed three distinct factors with good face validity. 
Furthermore, the scale showed good construct validity (when correlated with other 
scales). This may be a first step towards developing a global scale of importance that 
would apply to different groups and domains alike. In particular, the scale could be 
rephrased to reflect several domains of the self (e.g. academic ability). Items could be 
phrased like: ‘How much does your academic ability affect the way other people 
treat/judge you’, ‘How much does your academic ability affect your mood’, etc. 
Following this proposition it can be argued that the way importance was conceptualized 
(e.g. personal value, societal value, impact value) is also applicable to other domains of 
the self. Therefore, it would be of particular interest to test whether this scale of 
importance is effective in explaining the relationship between various domain-specific 
‘self-esteems’ and global self-esteem.
292
Although results of the present study were supportive of the interactive hypothesis 
(Rosenberg, 1965) when different groups were concerned, the interactive hypothesis 
seemed to be evident in some groups and not in others. In particular, the interactive 
hypothesis was found to hold in heterosexual men, heterosexual women, overweight and 
younger individuals. In these groups, the higher the importance attached the stronger the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem. On the other hand, in average weight, 
gay men, lesbians, and older participants, body-esteem was related to global self-esteem 
regardless of the importance attached. There may be various reasons as to why 
importance did not moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem in 
some of these groups. Although individual importance, perceived reactions from others 
and magnitude of impact have been proposed to be some of the aspects of the importance 
attached to physical appearance, they may not be the only or the most important ones. As 
already discussed, older people may approach the question of importance attached to 
physical appearance from a different standpoint. These criteria may be related to bodily 
functions, health and to the ageing process, rather than to the factors explored in this 
study. For example, Hurd (2000) found that although older women perceived reflected 
appraisals to be negative they also recognized that ageing is a natural process and 
expressed the belief that health was more important to them than physical attractiveness. 
Therefore, importance for older people may have different structures to those for younger 
people or in other words there may be different aspects of importance that are more 
relevant and/or salient to individuals as they get older. Items like: ‘How important is for 
you to have a healthy body’, ‘How much is your mood affected by changes in your body
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that are related to ageing’ etc, may be more relevant to the importance attached to 
physical appearance as people get older.
Importance of physical appearance for gay men may also have different or additional 
aspects to the ones explored in this study. These aspects may be salient in gay cultures 
and the body image values shared by these cultures. For example, research has shown 
that physical attractiveness in gay men is defined in relation to upper body strength (as 
opposed to weight in heterosexual women), to being thin, to being muscular and to 
exercising (e.g. Franzoi & Herzog, 1987; Atkins, 1988; Silberstein et al, 1989). In 
particular, Yelland and Tiggemann (2003) found that gay men expressed a higher desire 
to be muscular than heterosexual men and a similar desire to be thin as heterosexual 
women. Gay men also believed that having a nice shape was a more important reason for 
exercising than for heterosexual men and women. These results indicate that physical 
appearance and the importance attached to it are structured in a different way for gay men 
compared to heterosexual men and women. Therefore, a scale of importance that will 
involve aspects that are more relevant to gay cultures may help to explain how body- 
esteem is related to global self-esteem in this group. Such aspects may be related to the 
importance of upper body strength, muscularity, and weight as well as to those aspects 
considered in this study. In a similar vein, research has shown that while lesbians may be 
susceptible to the same beauty ideals as heterosexual women, lesbian feminism ideas play 
a significant role in how lesbians perceive and evaluate their physical appearance 
(Pitman, 2000). Pitman (2000) further argued that current theories on body image do not 
take into account particular sub-group values. A similar argument could be applied to
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what importance of physical appearance is for lesbians. For example, aspects of 
importance of physical appearance for lesbians may be related to the role of women in 
society and the need to differentiate themselves from the strict conventional female 
beauty ideals (e.g. being thin).
Finally, the interactive hypothesis was not evident in average weight participants. 
Although there is not a straightforward reason why this is the case, it may be that average 
weight individuals do not represent a social category or a social group per se. For 
example, although there were a number of additional aspects of importance that were 
proposed to be relevant for other groups the same cannot be said for average weight 
individuals. There is no reason to operationalise or measure importance for average 
weight individuals in a different way that one would do for the general population. 
Although this does not answer why the interactive hypothesis was not evident in average 
weight individuals, the answer may be in the use of the modified selectivity hypothesis. 
Although the modified selectivity hypothesis is discussed in the next section, results of 
the present study showed that when the direction of the impact of physical appearance on 
one’s life is concerned, importance moderated the relationship between body and global 
self-esteem in average weight individuals. Therefore, it may be that importance should be 
studied in conjunction with whether individuals believe that a particular domain has a 
positive or a negative impact on their life. Importance does moderate the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem in average weight individuals; however, it is only 
those average weight individuals who believe that importance has a positive impact on 
the life, which is in line with the modified selectivity hypothesis.
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Summing up the results, the interactive hypothesis of importance can be partly supported. 
The results of this study suggest that importance (as measured by affective importance, 
perceived reactions and magnitude of the perceived impact) moderates the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem in general and in heterosexual men and women, 
younger and overweight individuals. On the other hand, the measure of importance used 
in this study did not moderate the relationship between body and global self-esteem in 
gay men, lesbians, older and average weight participants. This is not to suggest that the 
interactive hypothesis is group dependent but rather that the way importance is measured 
should be operationalised using different groups and different domains of the self. 
Furthermore, other factors may be as important either independently of or in conjunction 
with importance in explaining the relationship between body and global self-esteem. One 
of these factors which will be discussed in the next section was found to be the direction 
of the impact of body image in one’s life.
The selectivity hypothesis re-visited: Evidence for a modified selectivity hypothesis
Rosenberg (1982) suggested that there is a relationship between the importance attached 
to a domain of the self and the impact of a domain 011 one’s life in that when one believes 
that a domain has a negative impact a possible response is to lower the importance 
attached to this domain in order to maintain a positive self-view. Data from this study are 
partly supportive of the selectivity hypothesis as this tendency emerged when within- 
group comparisons were concerned. In particular, when different groups were separated 
into sub-groups, those who perceived a positive impact and those who perceived a
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negative impact, the latter tended to attach significantly lower importance to physical 
appearance than the former. Heterosexual men and women, average and overweight as 
well as older participants who believed that physical appearance has a negative (or a less 
positive) impact on their life attached significantly lower importance to physical 
appearance compared to their perceived impact counterparts. This pattern was not evident 
in gay men, lesbians and younger individuals as importance did not differ according to 
the perceived impact. It may be that in these particular groups, group values of physical 
appearance are so strong that regardless of whether they believe that physical appearance 
has a negative impact on their life, they still attach high importance to it. Although 
similar propositions have been made for gay men (e.g. Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003) and 
younger individuals (e.g. Hoge & McCarthy, 1984), lesbians are believed to conform less 
to body image ideals (e.g. Pitman, 2000). Heffernan (1999) however, found that lesbians 
attached significantly higher normative importance to physical appearance than 
heterosexual women. Results of the present study do not suggest that lesbians attach 
higher importance to physical appearance than heterosexual women. However, the fact 
that they were found to be significantly less satisfied with their physical appearance, 
without attaching significantly lower importance to it suggests that lesbians may be either 
under particular pressure to conform to a body image ideal relevant to lesbian 
communities or that physical appearance is an important aspect of the lesbian identity. 
Therefore, lesbians may attach importance to physical appearance regardless of whether 
they believe that it has a positive or a negative impact on their life. Rosenberg (1987) 
recognized that often individuals may attach high importance to a domain even when they 
believe that it has a negative impact on their life. Hoge and McCarthy (1984) suggested
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that this may be because individual importance is influenced by the normative importance 
attached to a domain of the self regardless of the perceived impact of the domain. The 
way importance was conceptualized and further measured in this study (i.e. as a value 
and as an impact) made it possible to test this assumption. Although this may have been 
the reason in gay men, lesbians and younger individuals, the tendency was even more 
evident when overweight individuals were concerned. In particular, overweight 
individuals who perceived a negative impact attached significantly higher importance 
than overweight individuals who perceived a positive impact. They were also found to 
have significantly lower global and body-esteem than overweight individuals who 
perceived a positive impact. Therefore, Rosenberg’s and Hoge and McCarthy’s assertion 
was evident in overweight individuals. An important finding that tends to be overlooked 
in research is that differences are also evident between individuals within the same group. 
For example, although overweight compared to average weight individuals are less 
satisfied with their physical appearance, differences are also apparent between 
overweight individuals. Not all individuals within the same group are dissatisfied with 
their body image and have lower global self-esteem but mainly those who believe that 
physical appearance has a negative impact on their life.
The argument that individuals may be ‘forced’ to attach high importance to domains of 
the self for which they believe that the impact is negative was also evident when 
between-group comparisons were concerned. Multivariate analysis of variance 
controlling for weight revealed that this was the case in younger compared to middle 
aged and older individuals. Younger participants attached significantly higher importance
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to their physical appearance than the other age groups. Young participants also believed 
that physical appearance had a significantly less positive or more negative impact on their 
life than their older counterparts. Finally, younger participants had significantly lower 
global self-esteem than the other age groups. Between-group comparisons in groups 
classified according to weight and sexual orientation did not yield any significant 
differences with regards to the importance attached to physical appearance. This result 
suggests that when different aspects of importance are involved, the perceived impact of 
physical appearance may be more relevant to feelings about one’s physical appearance 
than group membership.
Extending the selectivity hypothesis argument, it was proposed that individuals may not 
only lower the importance they attach to a domain of the self when they believe it has a 
negative impact, but also that importance will not be relevant in the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem. In other words, if individuals lower the 
importance to a domain that perceive as having a negative impact, then there is no reason 
to expect that importance will be relevant in the relationship between domain-specific 
and global self-esteem. This modified selectivity hypothesis argument suggests that 
although individuals who perceive a negative impact of a domain on their life, can still 
attach different levels of importance to this domain, importance will not be significant in 
explaining the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem. In support of 
the modified selectivity hypothesis, importance moderated the relationship between body 
and global self-esteem in those individuals who believed that physical appearance has a 
positive impact on their life. Therefore, it can be argued that importance is more relevant
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in the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem for those domains 
which individuals believe have a positive impact on their life.
The modified selectivity hypothesis was also evident in heterosexual men, lesbians, 
average weight and overweight participants as well as younger and older individuals. Of 
particular interest are the results in younger and overweight individuals. In younger 
individuals importance moderated the relationship between body and global self-esteem 
for only those who believed that physical appearance has a positive impact on their life. 
This is to suggest that although younger individuals may attach higher importance and 
perceive a less positive impact of physical appearance on their life than older individuals, 
the pattern is still the same for both groups. On the other hand, overweight participants 
believed that physical appearance has an overall negative impact on their life (when 
compared to average weight participants). However, the importance attached to physical 
appearance was not significantly different between average weight and overweight 
participants (although it was significantly higher when within-group differences were 
concerned). Looking at the modified selectivity hypothesis, results of overweight 
participants were similar to those of other groups and of the whole sample. Therefore, 
even when one may be ‘forced’ to attach high importance to a domain of the self for 
which self-perceptions are negative, importance may still be more relevant in the 
relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem for domains that are 
believed to have a positive impact on one’s life. This finding may add further support to 
the stigma literature and to the debate of how a stigmatized attribute is related to global 
feelings of self-worth. Results of the present study suggest that a) like any other
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individual, overweight individuals can perceive a positive impact of physical appearance 
on their life (i.e. within-group differences) and b) importance will be more relevant in the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem for those individuals (either stigmatized 
or non-stigmatized) who believe that the impact of a domain on their life is positive.
It needs to be noted, that although the modified selectivity hypothesis argument was 
evident in the overall sample as well as in some particular groups (e.g. younger and 
overweight participants), results on gay men and heterosexual women were inconclusive. 
In gay men, both the interactive and the modified selectivity hypotheses were not evident. 
As already argued, this may be because the scale of importance developed in this study 
‘failed’ to capture aspects of importance of physical appearance that are more relevant to 
gay cultures. On the other hand, although the interactive hypothesis was evident in 
heterosexual women, when the direction of the impact was concerned, body-esteem was 
related to global self-esteem regardless of both the importance and the direction of the 
impact. In other words, the direction of the impact did not have any additional 
moderating effect on the relationship between body and global self-esteem. For some 
reason, the direction of the impact is not relevant in the relationship between body and 
global self-esteem in heterosexual women. It could be suggested that importance alone 
(regardless of the direction of the impact) is more important in explaining the relationship 
between body and global self-esteem in heterosexual women. Therefore, the results on 
the selectivity hypothesis for heterosexual women are inconclusive.
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The inability to link importance to the relationship between domain-specific and global 
self-esteem has led researchers to question the way importance is weighted and treated 
statistically. Although researchers (e.g. Marsh, 1986; Pelham and Swann, 1989) have 
suggested different procedures of weighting importance attached to different domains of 
the self, their results were still mixed. Findings of the present study revealed that 
affective importance, perceived reactions from others and the magnitude of the impact of 
body image in one’s life are some aspects of the importance attached to physical 
appearance. Developing a scale of importance consisting of these aspects, the present 
study found supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis (James, 1890; Rosenberg, 
1965; Coopersmith, 1969). The interactive hypothesis was also found to be group 
dependent. This is not to say that the interactive hypothesis holds for some groups and 
not for others. It is suggested that the different aspects of importance considered in this 
study to measure the importance attached to physical appearance may have not captured 
the complexity of group specific processes in the way which physical appearance is 
important in their life. In particular, a scale of importance that is more sensitive in 
reflecting group and sub group values may be more effective in explaining how a 
particular domain is related to global evaluations of self-worth. Therefore, it is suggested 
that the way importance is measured needs to be either operationalized differently in 
different groups or include further aspects that will be able to capture the complexity of 
group differences (e.g. centrality).
Conclusion
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Furthermore, it can be suggested that the direction of the perceived impact of a domain 
on one’s life can be a significant source of knowledge about how individuals evaluate 
themselves on particular domains. Extending the selectivity hypothesis, regardless of the 
importance attached to a domain in question, importance will be more relevant in 
explaining how a particular domain is related to global evaluations of self-worth, in those 
individuals who perceive a positive impact of this domain on their life. The modified 
selectivity hypothesis acknowledges the fact that there are between and within-group 
differences in the range of the importance attached to a particular domain, but also 
suggests that individuals within the same group or in different groups have a variety of 
perceptions of whether a domain has a positive or a negative impact on their life. These 
perceptions of the impact are important in explaining the interactive hypothesis.
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8.1 Introduction
The main objectives of this thesis can be summarized into two broad categories. The first 
category of objectives is related to the interactive hypothesis in order to understand how 
domain-specific self-esteem is related to global evaluations of self-worth and how group 
membership affects this relationship further. The second category of objectives is related 
to self-evaluation processes, their relationship with self-esteem and their use in different 
social and age groups. Exploring the use of self-evaluation processes in relation to self­
esteem and further exploring the relationship between domain-specific and global self­
esteem will provide an integrative approach to the study of self-esteem. The discussion 
that follows touches upon some of the major findings of this thesis. However, in order to 
avoid repeating what has been discussed in the empirical chapters, the discussion 
attempts to go a step further and discuss the evidence in terms of what it may add to 
current scientific knowledge and to debates about self-esteem that have occupied the 
literature. In addition, the findings of this study are discussed in the light of what 
implications they may have for stigmatized groups.
8.2 The interactive hypothesis re-visited
As discussed, one of the main objectives of this thesis was to test the interactive 
hypothesis (e.g. Rosenberg, 1965, Coopersmith, 1967). The reason that the interactive 
hypothesis has occupied a great deal of research in psychology is because of what it
Chapter 8
General discussion
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reveals for global self-esteem. Global self-esteem has become one of the most popular 
subjects of scientific and lay talk alike mainly because it is considered as an integral part 
of psychological well-being, emotional stability, and general happiness. Therefore, the 
interest in the interactive hypothesis has arisen from the need to understand how self­
esteem functions and why individuals differ in their levels of self-esteem at some cost to 
their psychological well being. For example, is self-esteem more dependent on domains 
of the self that are more important and if yes, where does importance come from? 
Similarly the interest in the interactive hypothesis was born out of the debate of what it 
means for the global self-esteem of individuals to possess an attribute that could 
potentially be evaluated negatively (e.g. stigma). A great deal of the debate on 
stigmatized identities has revolved around whether stigmatized individuals are 
susceptible to negative global evaluations of self-worth or whether they are ‘active 
agents’ that like any other individuals would engage in self-evaluation processes to feel 
persons of worth (e.g. Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocker et al., 1994; Crocker & Wolfe, 
2001; Camp et al, 2002). One way to answer this question was to revisit the interactive 
hypothesis and test whether attaching higher importance to a particular domain of the self 
results in a stronger relationship between self-evaluations in the particular domain and 
global self-esteem. Finding evidence for the interactive hypothesis would mean that if 
stigmatized individuals attach higher importance to their stigmatized attribute it would 
result in lower global self-esteem. The next question to follow would be that if the 
interactive hypothesis is evident, then stigmatized individuals may attach little 
importance to a stigmatized attribute and remain unaffected. Both questions are discussed 
below.
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Although the interactive hypothesis seems pretty straightforward and has been suggested 
to serve as a self-protective strategy from negative self-evaluations, most of the research 
in the field has been characterized by the inability to relate importance to domain-specific 
and global evaluations of self-worth and therefore it has remained inconclusive (e.g. 
Hoge and McCarthy, 1984; Marsh 1986; Pelham and Swann 1989; Lachowicz-Tabaczek 
1998; Farmer et al, 2001). Therefore, before answering whether negative attributes relate 
to negative self-evaluations of self-worth one would need to find consistent evidence to 
support the interactive hypothesis or find evidence to suggest why and in which situations 
the interactive hypothesis is not evident. Most of the suggestions as to why the interactive 
hypothesis has not been supported are related to the way past research has conceptualized 
and measured importance. In the first study of this thesis, importance was measured using 
an idiographic measure allowing participants to provide themselves those domains that 
are important to them. In the second study importance was measured using a nomothetic 
measure, whereas in the third study importance was measured by developing a 
multifaceted scale of importance.
Using an idiographic measure of importance where participants were allowed to provide 
those domains that they considered important and those domains that they considered as 
unimportant to themselves and then creating two indexes of importance (important -  not 
important), it was found that those domains reported as important had a stronger 
relationship with global self-esteem than domains of no importance to the individual. 
Therefore, and contrary to almost all previous studies, the interactive hypothesis was 
supported. This was the first study since Rosenberg’s findings (1965) which found
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straightforward evidence for the interactive hypothesis. As argued, one of the main 
reasons that this study supported the interactive hypothesis may lay in the use of an 
idiographic measure of importance. It can be suggested that allowing participants to 
provide those domains that are important to them can capture all the different aspects of 
importance and the different ways in which individuals attach importance to domains of 
the self. A domain may be important to an individual for different reasons and not all 
important domains will have the same impact on self-evaluations of self-worth. For 
example, a domain may be equally important to two different individuals, but their 
reasons for attaching high importance to a particular domain may be completely different. 
Some individuals may attach high importance to a domain because the domain may be 
particularly relevant to their self-definition, whereas some others may attach high 
importance to a domain because they think it is an important domain but not central to 
themselves. For example, having a well paid job may be equally important to both 
students (who do not necessarily need to worry or do something about it while they 
study) and professionals. However, having a well paid job may be more central to 
professionals than students mainly because the former are already in paid employment 
whereas the latter are not. Therefore, the former may be affected considerably more by 
being in a badly-paid job than the latter. If both students and professionals are asked how 
important having a well paid job is to them, they may both report high levels of 
importance. Using their answers to test how the importance of having a well paid job 
affects the relationship between work-esteem and global self-esteem (without controlling 
for status i.e. student, professional) is most likely to be unsupportive of the interactive
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hypothesis. This is one of the reasons that past research may have failed to support the 
interactive hypothesis.
Although the first study supported the interactive hypothesis, it was also found that those 
domains that were reported as unimportant were still significantly related to global 
evaluations of self-worth. The main question that arose following this result was to find 
the reasons why a domain that is not important to the individual is still related to global 
feelings of self-worth. There may be various explanations. The most plausible 
explanation is related to the notion of normative importance. If individuals attach low 
personal importance (i.e. value) to a domain, but believe that it is important to other 
people or society in general, they are very likely to be affected (e.g. Rosenberg, 1982; 
Hoge and McCarthy, 1984; Marsh, 1995; Bussey and Bandura, 1999). Participants in the 
first study of this thesis were asked to report those domains that were not important to 
them but were important to other people in general. These domains of high normative 
importance were related to global evaluations of self-worth. In addition to the individual 
importance attached to a domain, therefore, one needs to take into consideration societal, 
group and subgroup values related to this particular domain. A similar argument can be 
found in Hoge and McCarthy’s (1983) study, which argued that at least for their sample 
(i.e. students), group and subgroup values (normative importance) may be more 
important than individual values (individual importance) in determining how domain- 
specific self-evaluations are related to global evaluations of self-worth.
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It also needs to be noted that although participants were assured about the confidentiality 
of the study, when asked to report those domains that were important to them, their 
answers may have been more related to how they wanted to present or view themselves 
rather than to what they really thought (e.g. social desirability). For example, many 
participants may have thought that reporting physical appearance and money as important 
to themselves could be perceived as not a good answer considering that not many people 
would admit openly that these are the most important things in their life. This is not 
necessarily to imply that participants lied about their responses but rather that this is how 
participants wanted to view themselves. Although data from this thesis do not allow for 
this interpretation, this may be a reason as to why some unimportant domains (e.g. 
physical appearance) had even stronger relationships with global feelings of self-worth 
than some important domains.
Taking into consideration that along with individual importance, normative importance 
can be as powerful in the way domain-specific self-esteem is related to global evaluations 
of self-worth, importance in the second study was measured using both normative and 
individual importance measures. Responses were gathered from participants from a wide 
range of backgrounds (e.g. sexual orientation, age, weight) on a particular domain of the 
self (i.e. body image). Using diverse groups to enhance the between-group variability, 
responses were measured on a nomothetic measure of importance. Physical appearance 
was selected as a particular domain as it was expected that different groups would 
evaluate their physical appearance differently and the importance attached would capture 
different group and sub-group values - therefore enhancing participant-response
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variability. For example, individual importance attached to physical appearance may be 
related to functional aspects for older people, to aesthetic aspects for younger people and 
to weight aspects for overweight people. Similarly normative importance may be higher 
for those groups or individuals who base physical appearance on aesthetic aspects than 
for those groups or individuals who base physical appearance on functional aspects. 
However, even when these steps were taken, and even though there was significant 
between-group variability (e.g. individual and normative importance differed according 
to group membership) neither individual nor normative importance moderated the 
relationship between body and global self-esteem. These findings provided further 
evidence that the way importance has been measured in previous studies (including the 
second study of this thesis) needs to be re-conceptualised. This led to the development of 
a multi-faceted nomothetic measure of importance.
8.3 Re-conceptualizing the importance attached to a particular domain of the self
Following the results of the first and the second study, the importance attached to 
domains of the self was re-conceptualised in the third study. It can be argued that the vast 
majority of past studies that asked participants to report the importance they attach to 
domains measured the individual importance attached to domains. It can be argued that 
individual importance is only one aspect of the importance attached to a domain. 
Importance can be conceptualized as a multifaceted concept and in particular as having a) 
a personal value (i.e. individual importance) b) a social value (i.e. normative importance) 
and c) an ‘impact’ value (i.e. the impact of a domain on one’s life). The personal value of 
importance can be defined as the extent to which a domain is personally important to the
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individual. The social value of importance can be defined as the extent to which one 
believes that a domain is important to society in general. Finally, the ‘impact’ value of 
importance can be defined as the extent to which people believe that a particular domain 
has an impact on their life. Individuals may decide that a particular domain is not really 
important to them (i.e. low individual importance), but they may believe that it is 
important to other people (i.e. high normative importance) and they may or may not 
believe that it has an impact on their life.
Going back to the argument about past studies, individual importance alone may not 
reveal much about why a domain is important to the individual. Although individual 
importance is an important aspect of the importance attached to a particular domain, it is 
not the only one. As argued in the previous paragraph, there are various other aspects of 
the importance attached to a domain that one needs to take into account in order to 
address how self-evaluations on specific domains are related to global self-esteem. 
Approaching the question of importance as a multifaceted concept, a scale of importance 
was designed in the third study of this thesis to measure the importance attached to 
physical appearance. The scale consisted of items that addressed individual beliefs about 
whether one will be judged or treated according to the domain in question, its impact on 
one’s mood and its general impact on one’s life. Developing a nomothetic measure of 
importance that consisted of all these aspects of importance, the third study of this thesis 
provided further evidence for the interactive hypothesis. This is a major contribution to 
the debate about how self-evaluations on domains of the self are related to global 
evaluations of self-worth. In addition, this is an important contribution to how importance
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can be cocneptualised and further measured. The third study of this thesis was the first 
piece of work that designed a multi-item measure of importance and that has supported 
the view that domains of higher importance to the individual as opposed to domains of 
lower importance to the individual have a stronger relationship with global self-esteem. 
This is a robust scale of importance as analyses revealed particularly high overall scale 
reliability. The scale also showed excellent construct validity as it was significantly and 
highly associated with well-established and widely used measures with good 
psychometric properties such as the Global Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) and the 
Body-Esteem Scale (Franzoi & Shields, 1984). Although the scale measures the 
importance attached to physical appearance, the concepts and subsequently the items 
used to develop the scale can be applicable to other domains of the self. In particular, the 
way importance has been conceptualized in this thesis may apply to other domains of the 
self as well. For example, items in the scale can be rephrased in order to reflect other 
domains of the self such as social skills or career (e.g. ‘how much do your social 
skills/career affect the way other people treat/judge you’, ‘how much do your social 
skills/career affect your mood’ etc). Although it was recognized that there may be several 
other additional aspects of importance that were not included in the scale (and which are 
discussed later on in the limitations of this study), evidence from this thesis suggests that 
further research may be needed in order to explore the aspects or the different ways in 
which a domain is important to an individual. Importance is much more complex a 
construct than it has been originally conceptualized and measured in past studies, 
including the second study of this thesis. Conceptualising importance becomes even more
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complex when different group memberships are concerned -  an argument which will be 
discussed in later sections in this chapter,
8.4 Self-evaluation processes: W hich one reveals more about one’s self-esteem?
A further general objective and contribution of this thesis was to consider several self- 
evaluation processes together and compare their relevance to self-esteem. Past research 
has either focused on a particular type of self-evaluation process and made speculations 
about its relevance to self-esteem in comparison to other types, or has compared two 
types of self-evaluation processes (e.g. social and temporal comparisons, Heckhausen and 
Krueger; 1993; Brown and Middendorf, 1996; Robinson-Whelen and Kiecolt-Glaser,
1997) in terms of individual preference to use one type over another. In addition, the 
majority of the studies that have explored reflected appraisals and their relationship with 
self-esteem argued that this type of self-evaluation process is the most important 
determinant of global self-esteem (e.g. Rosenberg, 1965) and have been concerned with 
referent others, namely which significant other is the most relevant to the self-esteem of 
particular groups and to a lesser extent with a comparison between significant and 
generalized other in people’s self-appraisals (e.g. Sullivan, 1953; Manis, 1955; 
Rosenberg, 1965; Denzin, 1966; Felson, 1981b; 1981c; 1985; Felson and Zielenski, 
1989). Most of these studies suggested that reflected appraisals of significant others are 
more relevant to self-esteem than other self-evaluation processes. On the other hand, 
most of the studies that explored social comparisons were mostly interested in providing 
evidence for their use in people with low vs high self-esteem (e.g. Wilson & Benner, 
1971; Samuel, 1973; Friend & Gilbert, 1973; Jones & Regan, 1974; Hakmiller, 1966;
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Wills, 1981; Smith and Insko, 1987; Baumeister et al, 1989; Wood et al, 1994). Studies 
that have compared social and temporal comparisons tended to be in favor o f the former 
as it was argued that the latter was more important in older age and as social resources for 
comparison diminished (Suls & Mullens, 1982; Suls et al, 1991). Finally, studies that 
have explored the role of self-ideal discrepancy proposed that self-ideal discrepancy is 
particularly related to self-esteem as the latter reflects people’s discrepancies in various 
domains of the self (Higgins et al, 1986; Higgins, 1987;1989; Moretti & Higgins, 1990).
This thesis considered several types of self-evaluation processes in order to compare their 
relative associative strength with self-esteem. Results suggested that reflected appraisals 
of significant and generalized others tended to have the strongest relationships with 
domain-specific self-esteem supporting previous speculations about the relevance of 
reflected appraisals to self-esteem. However, social comparisons, self-ideal discrepancy 
and temporal comparisons were significantly related to self-esteem suggesting that all 
types of self-evaluation processes may be important for different reasons. Since 
individuals have the need to assess their standing on a particular domain they may draw 
information from several self-evaluative sources. Rather than assuming that one type of 
self-evaluation process is more important for and relevant to self-esteem than another, it 
can be argued that all types are important for different reasons and depending on the 
situation, domain and group membership. For example reflected appraisals may be more 
important in children or in younger individuals because the most immediate source of 
self-evaluative information is the family. As people grow older, more people come to 
play an important role in their life and in addition to reflected appraisals, social
314
comparisons become an important source of knowledge. In a similar fashion, as people 
grow older an important source of information may be one’s past self and achievements 
and therefore temporal comparisons can become as important as other types of self- 
evaluation processes. Along these lines, depending on the domain and the motives, 
people may use different types of self-evaluation processes. For example, if people want 
to assess how physically attractive they are they may compare themselves to other 
people, whereas if they want to assess whether there has been a positive or a negative 
change in their physical appearance and especially after they have engaged in actions to 
alter a self-view (e.g. diet, exercise), they may prefer to compare their current selves with 
how they were in the past. On the other hand, if people want to decide whether they are 
as attractive as they would wish to be instead of comparing themselves to others and to 
past selves, they may think o f their ideal standards and compare the difference between 
their real and ideal physical appearance. Finally, people may also wish to draw 
information from their beliefs about how they are viewed by other people, especially 
when they want to feel accepted. Rather than assuming that people prefer one type of 
self-evaluation process over another and that some types are more relevant to self-esteem 
than others, it may be argued that different types of self-evaluation processes serve 
different motives and have different relevance to different domains. People throughout 
their lives and depending on their motives, will use all types o f self-evaluation processes.
Similarly some types of self-evaluation processes may be more relevant to the self­
esteem of some people or groups than of others and to some domains than to others. For 
example, temporal past comparisons were found to be more relevant to body-esteem for
315
younger individuals and heterosexual women. On the other hand, reflected appraisals and 
self-ideal discrepancy were positively and significantly related to body-esteem for all the 
groups in this thesis. The same was found when self-ideal discrepancy was concerned. 
Although different groups differ in the magnitude of perceived discrepancy between their 
real and ideal selves, self-ideal discrepancy is related to self-esteem regardless of group 
membership. When it comes to temporal comparisons, instead of assuming that they are 
less important in people’s self-appraisals it can be argued that they can be more important 
for some groups and/or individuals than for others (e.g. younger people and women). 
Moving on from how these different types of self-evaluation processes compare to each 
other in terms of their relative association with self-esteem, it needs to be said that they 
do not exist independently of each other in terms of what they ‘reveal’ to the individual. 
Therefore, if individuals believe that they are viewed negatively by other people in a 
particular domain, it is likely that they will believe that they are worse off in comparison 
to other people and that there is a big discrepancy between their real and ideal self with 
regards to this domain. Similarly they may believe that they are worse off in comparison 
to how they were in the past. Evaluative information from these different sources is most 
likely to be reflected in their domain-specific evaluations of self-worth. In other words, 
self-evaluation processes are related to each other and to domain-specific self-esteem and 
represent a dynamic system that is difficult to separate. It may be that one part is more ‘at 
work’ than another (e.g. reflected appraisals may be more salient or relevant to self­
esteem that temporal comparisons) but all parts are equally important.
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So far it has been suggested that all self-evaluation processes are important but some of 
them may be more important to some groups or people than others depending on the 
motives they serve, the evaluated domain in question and the context. Along these lines, 
findings from this thesis suggest that the way referent groups in people’s reflected 
appraisals and social comparisons have been conceptualised may be over-simplistic. 
Although a great amount of research on these two types of self-evaluation processes has 
focused on who these referent others are, studies tend to assume who the other was by 
using predetermined others (e.g. Sullivan, 1953; Manis, 1955; Rosenberg, 1965; Denzin, 
1966; Felson, 1981b; 1981c; 1985; Felson and Zielenski, 1989). In this thesis, 
generalized others or the general public were found to be as relevant as significant others 
in people’s self-esteem suggesting that the general public as a significant group in 
people’s self-evaluations has been underestimated in previous research. In particular, the 
general public was more frequently reported than other groups in participants’ social 
comparisons. Unlike reflected appraisals, theory and research on social comparisons has 
completely overlooked the general public as a particular group that individuals may 
choose to compare themselves with, and assumed that social comparisons are performed 
with individuals that one tends to interact with. This thesis is the first piece of research 
that explores the notion of a generalized other in people’s social comparisons and results 
suggest that like reflected appraisals that involve a significant and a generalized other, 
social comparison theory needs to be extended to include comparisons with specific and 
generalized others. On the other hand, although reflected appraisals theory has underlined 
the existence of a generalized other in people’s self-appraisals, the vast majority of
8.5 Referent groups: The self and the other
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research in this field has explored the role of significant others (using mainly pre­
determined significant others) and the main body of this research argues that significant 
others are more relevant to self-esteem (e.g. Rosenberg, 1965). Findings from both 
reflected appraisals and social comparisons suggest that a generalized other can exist in 
the form of a significant other and people can imagine how they compare with or are 
perceived by this generalized group. These generalized others can be as important as 
significant others in people’s self-appraisals.
One of the main reasons that the role of generalized other has been overlooked may stem 
from the fact that it is very difficult to define who the generalized other is. If a 
generalized other is not a group which one interacts with, then who are the people that a 
generalized other consist of, what are the boundaries of this generalized other and how 
extensive is this group? Findings of this thesis suggest that the generalized other is not 
one’s whole sociocultural environment but rather this group can have specific 
characteristics (e.g. sex and age). For example a generalized other for gay men and 
lesbians consists mainly of individuals of the same sex, whereas for heterosexual men 
and women, consists mainly of individuals of the opposite sex. These findings suggest 
that a generalized other is reflected in one’s whole ‘sub-sociocultural’ environment. It 
may be that Mead’s proposition about one’s whole sociocultural environment needs to be 
re-conceptualised. Mead (1934), for example, suggested that it is not only significant 
others but also the views of society or one’s whole sociocultural environment that one 
takes into account. However, who defines society or whose society is important? Who 
defines the boundaries of the socio-cultural environment? Society as well as cultural
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environment may mean different things to different people. People look into and interpret 
society through different spectacles. Mead’s proposition of self and society presents 
individuals as identical blueprints that are recipients of societal influences regardless of 
group membership, experiences and background. Everyone is seen as susceptible to the 
same societal influences. Within one’s whole socio-cultural environment there are 
different groups (e.g. age groups) and there are also different sub-cultures. One is not 
necessarily aware of the values and norms shared by certain sub-cultures. For example, 
gay men may be more susceptible to body image norms and standards shared by gay 
cultures (e.g. aesthetic standards), whereas older people share different values and norms 
of body image (e.g. functional standards). It may then be unlikely that gay men will view 
their body image through the eyes of older people in order to assess their body image. 
Therefore Mead’s sociocultural environment may need to be re-defined and instead 
underline the importance of one’s whole sub-sociocutlural environment in people’s self­
appraisals.
8.6 Group membership: Group values are more im portant than societal values
As already discussed, one of the main contributions of this thesis was to find supportive 
evidence for the interactive hypothesis using both an idiographic and a multi-faceted 
nomothetic measure of importance. However, as findings from the third study showed, 
importance of body image was a moderator in the relationship between body and global 
self-esteem for the whole sample and for some groups but not for others. In particular, the 
interactive hypothesis was found to be evident in heterosexual men, heterosexual women, 
overweight and younger individuals. One possible explanation is that there are different
319
ways in which a particular domain is important to different groups or individuals, which 
are related to particular group values and sub-cultures. Previous research on the 
interactive hypothesis has not addressed the role of group membership thoroughly. For 
example, when Hoge and McCarthy (1983) failed to find supportive evidence for the 
interactive hypothesis, they speculated that, for young people, group values related to the 
importance attached to a domain may be more important than individual values in 
explaining the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem. However, 
they did not attempt to explore this possibility. The majority of the rest of the studies 
used opportunity samples (e.g. students, Hoge & McCarthy, 1984; Lachowicz-Tabaczek,
1998) to test the interactive hypothesis and participants were mainly assessed on a 
measure of importance that was operationalised by single-item responses (e.g. How 
important a domain is to yourself). Many of these studies suggested that the problem lies 
in the way importance is weighted (e.g. Marsh, 1986; Pelham and Swann, 1989), 
assuming that importance is structured in the same way for different groups and/or 
individuals. Extending the findings of this thesis, it can be argued that one of the main 
reasons for the inability o f past research to support the interactive hypothesis stems from 
the fact that particular group and sub-group values and/or aspects of importance have 
been overlooked. The fact that the scale of importance developed for this thesis was 
supportive of the interactive hypothesis for some groups and not for others may not 
suggest that importance is more important for some groups than for others. The results 
are rather suggestive of the fact that there may be different aspects or ways in which a 
domain is important to different groups or individuals. For example, an aspect of the 
importance older people attach to physical appearance may be “I am physically active
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and my health is pretty good”, whereas in gay men may be “I am physically attractive 
and I can have any partner that I want”. Not distinguishing between different aspects of 
importance in different groups may explain the inability of previous studies to link 
importance as a moderator between domain-specific and global evaluations of self-worth.
Moving further from the interactive hypothesis and as discussed throughout this thesis, 
the use of reflected appraisals, social comparisons and self-ideal discrepancy have been 
thought to be amongst the most important types of self-evaluation processes in their 
relationship with self-esteem (e.g. Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 1979; Pelham & 
Swann 1989). On the other hand, temporal comparisons were thought to be less important 
in people’s self-appraisals (e.g. Suls & Mullens, 1982) and this proposition may have 
resulted in less research generated on this topic. Temporal past comparisons have been 
thought to be less important because they are believed to be useful only when social 
resources of comparison are exhausted or diminished (e.g. old age) and because 
individuals tend to perceive improvement from past selves. On the other hand, temporal 
future comparisons have been thought to be mainly related to people’s aspirations for 
future selves and therefore it has been proposed that people tend to believe that in the 
future they will be better than they are now (without their current selves feeling 
threatened, Ryff, 1991; Wilson and Ross, 2000). Findings of this thesis suggest that 
temporal comparisons have been widely underestimated. Although reflected appraisals 
and self-ideal discrepancy in the second study were related to self-esteem regardless of 
group membership, temporal past comparisons were found to be relevant to almost all 
groups but heterosexual men. Although there is no particular reason or theory behind this
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result, future research may need to differentiate between different groups, as differences 
may be better understood at this level of analysis.
Along the same lines, future comparisons have not only been overlooked but they have 
also been widely underestimated. As already noted, the future comparisons perspective 
suggests that individuals believe that they will be better in the future. Although this could 
be potentially threatening for current self images, it is believed that such comparisons can 
provide incentives for change and provide individuals with goals to fulfill in their lives 
(Markus & Nurious, 1986; Ryff, 1991; Wilson and Ross, 2000). Findings of this thesis 
suggest that future comparisons can be related to current self-evaluations. The 
relationship was found to be negative, suggesting that believing that one will be better in 
the future is related to one feeling worse about one’s present self. Again though, this 
finding was evident at the group level of analysis (i.e. heterosexual men and women, 
younger individuals) and it is recognized that this finding may be domain (i.e. physical 
appearance) rather than group dependent. Temporal comparisons for some groups may 
also be “reminders” of deterioration from the past or in the future. This may be especially 
true for temporal past and future comparisons in older individuals. Although research has 
underlined the past-worse-future-better-selves perspective, there is no research that has 
explored this perspective in groups that may face reality constraints in engaging in self­
enhancing temporal comparisons. Older individuals were not ‘able’ to engage in self­
enhancing temporal past and future comparisons. However, temporal comparisons in 
older individuals were not related to self-esteem. This finding leads to two arguments. 
First, older individuals for some reason manage to separate such comparisons from 
current feelings of self-worth. Although they recognize that their physical appearance
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was better in the past and it will get worse in the future, they also feel satisfied with their 
current physical appearance, perhaps because they recognize that ageing is a natural 
process that one needs to compromise with and either focus on other aspects of one’s 
body (e.g. health) or on other domains of the self (e.g. social life in relation to family and 
grandchildren). However, it would be interesting to explore whether this finding is 
evident in other groups and other domains of the self and how it relates to self-esteem. 
Second, in Suls and Mullens’ (1982) life-span model it was proposed that temporal 
comparisons are more important and become more relevant as people get older. In order 
to support this proposition one needs to find evidence that temporal comparisons in old 
age are related to global evaluations of self-worth. The findings from this thesis suggest 
that temporal comparisons are equally relevant to the self-esteem of both younger and 
older people. Therefore, the proposition that temporal comparisons are more important in 
old age cannot be fully supported. Temporal comparisons may be important to younger 
individuals as well because as suggested by various researchers there is a general 
improvement in many facets o f young people’s life (e.g. social skills) and therefore 
temporal past comparisons can be an effective process to evaluate one’s current standing 
by monitoring change from the past (e.g. Wilson and Ross; 2000; Wayment and Taylor, 
1995; Gibbons et al, 1994; Ryff, 1991)
A further proposition as to how group level analysis may be more beneficial in 
psychological research comes from the referent other perspective of this thesis. As 
already discussed in this chapter, previous research has widely underestimated the role of 
the general public in people’s reflected appraisals, whereas the role of generalized other
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in people’s social comparisons has not been addressed. Findings of this thesis suggest 
that the prevalence of a generalized other becomes even more evident and clear when 
different groups are concerned. Gay men, lesbians, average weight and younger 
individuals reported the general public as their significant other significantly more 
frequently. On the other hand, heterosexual men, heterosexual women, overweight and 
older individuals reported other groups (e.g. friends and family) more frequently as their 
significant others. This finding suggests that assuming who the significant other is in 
particular groups (e.g. parents and teachers for young children), which is the norm in 
previous research, and testing their relationship with self-esteem, may generate 
theoretical statements that are not necessarily reflective of reality. For example, exploring 
the impact of different putative significant others (e.g. peers, friends, family) in young 
people and further finding that reflected appraisals of friends have a more powerful 
relationship with self-esteem than reflected appraisals of family does not necessarily 
mean that friends are the most powerful significant other in this particular group. As 
Hoge and McCarthy (1983) speculated, and as findings of this thesis showed, for some 
groups, sub-sociocultural environments reflected in one’s significant other group may be 
more important. Along these lines, people may choose their ‘significant’ other in a way 
that satisfies their motives and to an extent protects them from negative self-evaluations. 
For example, although for average weight participants the general public was amongst 
the most prevalent groups, for overweight participants this tendency disappeared. The 
same was evident in older individuals’ referent others (in comparison to younger 
individuals). It may be that the general public is more difficult to satisfy especially when 
body image is concerned. For example, it may be more likely for the general public to
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endorse physical appearance views that reflect sociocultural norms of body image ideals 
(e.g. thin) and therefore individuals may be aware that their current physical appearance 
diverts largely from these norms. Comparing one’s physical appearance with that of the 
general public (which may include higher standards of and many targets for comparison) 
and engaging in reflected appraisals of the general public may be threatening for 
individuals who have a reason to believe that they do not fulfill the criteria of the wider 
group (e.g. overweight individuals). Therefore, using pre-determined significant others, 
assuming that a significant other is someone that one knows or interacts with and further 
overlooking the fact that individuals may choose their significant others in ways that 
serve some particular motives may lead to several misunderstandings.
Taking these points together, it can be suggested that not distinguishing between different 
group norms and values may lead to several misunderstandings such domain-specific 
self-evaluations are related to global evaluations of self-worth regardless of the 
importance attached. Similarly most research on self-evaluation processes, self-esteem 
and the importance attached to domains of the self that has explored for example gender 
differences, has not distinguished groups according to or controlled for sexual 
orientation. Where particular concepts are concerned (e.g. body image) gender 
differences may be misleading when the groups being analysed consist of a large number 
of gay men and lesbians that the researcher has not controlled for. As findings from this 
thesis suggest, there are significant body-esteem differences when different groups are 
concerned which are reflected in the way participants engage in self-evaluation processes 
and in the way in which physical appearance is important to them. Failing to distinguish
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or address such differences may have undermined the results of past research and may 
also have impacted on the inability to support the interactive hypothesis.
8.7 Implications for stigmatized groups
As discussed throughout this thesis, one of the objectives was to explore the way 
individuals engage in self-evaluation processes and how these processes relate to self- 
evaluations on specific domains of the self. In addition, this thesis explored how domain- 
specific evaluations of self-worth are related to global self-esteem and the relevance of 
the importance attached to domains o f the self. By understanding these processes it was 
believed that it would shed more light into how stigmatized attributes relate to one’s 
global self-esteem, whether stigmatized individuals are more susceptible to negative 
evaluations of self-worth, and if not, how global and domain-specific evaluations of self- 
worth remain unaffected. Findings from this thesis help to answer some of these 
questions.
One of the basic propositions as to why stigmatized individuals do not necessarily have 
lower global self-esteem comes from the interactive hypothesis. If  an individual 
possesses a stigmatized attribute one possible response is to attach little or no importance 
to this stigmatized attribute. Although this seems to be a plausible explanation, previous 
research has failed to support the interactive hypothesis. Throughout this thesis it was 
suggested that the inability to link importance to the relationship between domain- 
specific and global self-esteem is related to the way importance has been operationalised 
and to the fact that importance means different things to different people. Therefore, the
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fact that our results are supportive of the interactive hypothesis suggest that attaching 
little or no importance to a particular domain may be one of the reasons why stigmatized 
individuals do not necessarily have lower global self-esteem.
Further to the importance attached to a domain, which can help to explain how 
stigmatized individuals may avoid negative evaluations of self-worth, the direction of the 
impact of a domain in one’s life can further explain the stigma argument. Rosenberg 
(1982) argued that when one perceives a poor ‘ability’ in a particular domain a possible 
response is to acknowledge this poor ability but attach little importance to it in order to 
maintain positive self-views. Extending the selectivity hypothesis, it was proposed that 
the interaction between the importance attached and the direction of the impact may 
further explain how body-esteem is related to global self-esteem (i.e. modified selectivity 
hypothesis). Therefore, importance will be more relevant in the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem in those individuals who perceive a positive 
impact of the domain in question in their life. Results of this study are supportive of this 
hypothesis. Empirical evidence suggested that overweight individuals ‘acknowledged’ 
the fact that physical appearance has significantly more negative impact on their life 
compared to average weight individuals. However, only in those overweight individuals 
who perceived a positive impact did importance moderate the relationship between body 
and global self-esteem. This pattern was similar in average weight individuals as well as 
in the overall sample. This is to suggest that not all individuals who share a similar group 
membership (either stigmatized or non-stigmatized individuals) will believe that a 
particular domain has a positive or a negative impact on their life. Rather than assuming
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that stigmatized individuals will perceive a negative impact of a stigmatized attribute on 
their life per se, it may be suggested that there is an array o f contexts and social 
environments (e.g. family, work, friends, etc) in which individuals in general (stigmatized 
and non-stigmatized) are or can be a part of. These environments can have both positive 
and negative impacts on particular domains of the self. For example, Dinos, King, 
Stevens, Serfaty and Weich (2004) as well as Dinos et al (2005) found that people with 
mental health problems reported that having a mental illness resulted in a number of 
positive changes in their lives (e.g. better personal and social relationships, more self­
insight and re-assessment of priorities in life). Therefore, stigmatized individuals are not 
necessarily the recipients of negative self-evaluative information. Like any other 
individual they can either perceive a domain of the self as having a positive impact on 
their life or even when they perceive a negative impact, importance will have little or no 
relevance in the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem.
A further argument in the debate of whether or not stigma is related to negative 
evaluations of self-worth comes from the looking glass self perspective. The fact that 
reflected appraisals have been viewed as the most powerful process in the determination 
of self-esteem has led researchers to speculate that it is very difficult for stigmatized 
individuals to retreat into a looking-glass-free world and it is also very difficult to believe 
that a stigmatized attribute is viewed positively by other people. After all, stigma is 
defined in social terms and therefore stigmatized individuals cannot ‘fool’ themselves 
into believing that they are viewed positively by others. Although Crocker and Major 
(1994, 2001) have recognized the powerful role of reflected appraisals they also found
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that individuals differ in the extent to which they base their self-esteem on reflected 
appraisals of others. Along these lines, an argument supported in this thesis is that 
individuals are not necessarily passive recipients of the reflected appraisals of others. 
Although they may acknowledge the fact that they are viewed negatively by others (e.g. 
overweight compared with average weight individuals) they may or may not agree with 
them. This proposition has also been proposed by Milkie (1999) who found that black 
girls do not agree with female beauty images because they believe that such images are 
directed to the white girls. Similarly Camp et al (2004) found that women with mental 
health problems do not necessarily agree with other people’s perceptions of them, which 
led them to support the view that stigma is not necessarily related to low self-esteem. 
However, Milkie and Camp et al based their propositions on qualitative interviews and 
did not test the relationship between the domain in question (i.e. body image and mental 
illness) and self-esteem. Findings of this thesis suggest that not agreeing with reflected 
appraisals of others can minimize the strength of the relationship between domain- 
specific and global self-esteem. This finding was evident in all the groups of the analysis, 
which again suggests that stigmatized individuals like other individuals prefer to feel 
worthy than unworthy and therefore may discount negative self-evaluative information. 
Although individuals can ‘passively’ perceive reflected appraisals of others as negative, 
they can ‘actively choose’ to disregard them and minimize their impact on evaluations of 
self-worth.
Along these lines, individuals not only ‘choose’ to minimize the impact of reflected 
appraisals on evaluations of self-worth by not agreeing with them, but they can also
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‘choose’ their referent groups in such a way so as to either feel more accepted or 
minimize possible threats. Supporting evidence for this argument comes from the referent 
groups that overweight and older individuals chose in this thesis. In comparison to their 
weight and age counterparts, overweight and older individuals referred significantly less 
to the general public as a referent group when they evaluated their physical appearance. 
Although the data does not allow for a direct interpretation of this result, it seems 
plausible to suggest that they ‘chose’ their referent groups in a way that would protect 
them from negative self-evaluations. This argument may be especially true for 
overweight individuals in this thesis as they (unlike older individuals) were found to be 
significantly lower in body-esteem than average weight individuals. Lower body-esteem 
suggests that they are less satisfied with their physical appearance which can arguably be 
related to their weight. Therefore, choosing partners and family as a significant other may 
protect the self and be an effective way to avoid taking into account the views of other 
people that may be more difficult to ‘satisfy’.
Summing up these points, empirical evidence o f this thesis can be extended to the debate 
on stigma and in particular on why stigma does not necessarily relate to negative 
evaluations of self-worth. Stigmatized individuals may lower the importance they attach 
to a particular stigmatized domain in order to avoid negative self-evaluations. In addition, 
they may recognize the negative impact that the particular domain has had in their lives 
but also focus on the positive impact -  a finding supported by Dinos et al (2004) in 
people with mental illness. This is not to suggest that a stigmatized attribute can always 
have an overall positive impact in one’s life but rather as long as stigmatized individuals
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can ‘choose’ to attach little or no importance to a stigmatized attribute and can select 
their referent others in a ‘self-protective manner’, they can also ‘choose’ to focus on the 
positive impact of their stigmatized attribute rather than on the negative. Furthermore, 
stigmatized individuals are not necessarily ‘victims’ of negative reflected appraisals, as 
they may question the credibility of the evaluative information and discard it by not 
agreeing with those reflected appraisals. This is not to say that they necessarily (and 
under all circumstances) believe they are viewed positively by others but rather they 
believe that what others think of them is not true, and therefore minimize the impact of 
such reflected appraisals to the self. Finally, another way to minimize the impact of 
reflected appraisals is to ‘choose’ the groups or people that will be more accepting or 
more understanding of the stigma and base reflected appraisals on these people. Although 
these propositions may suggest that stigmatized individuals are disillusioned and over­
defensive, the point is rather that like any other human being; they actively collect 
information from the world that will make them feel worthy rather than unworthy. 
Similarly, individuals belong or are ‘attracted’ to groups that are accepting of them. The 
world is not broken into two groups, the ‘stigmatized’ and the ‘non-stigmatized’ but 
rather these are two categories or two sets of ‘roles’ and the higher the frequency with 
which one plays the stigmatized role, the more one should experience the negative 
consequences of this role.
8.8 Limitations and future directions
This thesis has provided empirical evidence about how global self-esteem relates to social 
psychological processes which have been assumed to be involved in the formation of
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self-esteem. Its contribution has centered upon examining the relative strength of the 
relationship of some of these processes with self-esteem for different groups of people 
and upon examining the concept of importance of particular domains of the self and their 
relationship to self-esteem. However, there are a number of limitations mainly related to 
the correlational nature o f the data o f this thesis.
An ongoing debate in social psychological research revolves around the reciprocal effect 
of domain-specific and global self-esteem. The widespread view in psychology, dating 
back to James (1890) is that global self-esteem is formed through self-evaluations on 
specific domains of the self (e.g. Dutton & Brown, 1997) or that global self-esteem is the 
resultant of evaluations in specific domains of the self, particularly those that are 
important or central to one’s self-identity (e.g. Coopersmith 1967). On the other hand, 
various theorists have argued that global self-esteem is not the resultant of self- 
evaluations on specific domains of the self but rather that global self-esteem determines 
how positively or negatively people evaluate themselves on those specific domains of the 
self (e.g. Brown, 1993; Brown et al., 1997). In addition, the interactive hypothesis 
suggests a causal relationship in that domains of higher individual importance will have a 
greater effect on global self-esteem than domains of lower individual importance. The 
majority, if not all studies, including the studies conducted in this thesis attempted to 
explore the interactive hypothesis and subsequently the relationship between domain- 
specific and global self-esteem using correlational designs. Importance in this thesis 
moderated the relationship between domain-specific and global self-esteem. However, 
data does not allow for interpretations of causal affect (i.e. domains of higher importance
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will have a greater impact on global self-esteem). In order to shed light into the debate of 
the causal link, one needs to conduct experimental or longitudinal studies in order to 
explore more thoroughly the causal relationship between domain-specific and global self­
esteem. Although, it can be argued that the relationship is dynamic rather than one way, it 
may also be argued that one part (e.g. global self-esteem) is more powerful in affecting 
the other part (e.g. domain-specific self-esteem). Exploring the causal relationship 
between domain-specific and global self-esteem would help to clarify whether there is a 
global evaluation of self-worth or whether global self-esteem is a ‘hybrid’ of self- 
evaluations on particular domains. Although Rosenberg (1995) argued that domain- 
specific and global self-esteem are different constructs (i.e. the latter is not the resultant 
of the former) and that the latter is more likely to cause the former, there is no robust 
empirical evidence to point towards this direction.
A similar argument of the causal link can be applied to the different types of self- 
evaluation processes that were tested in this thesis and their relationship with self-esteem. 
The dominant proposition in psychology is that self-evaluation processes are the 
determinants of self-esteem (i.e. self-evaluation processes affect self-esteem). A 
limitation of this thesis is that although it was found that self-evaluation processes are 
significantly related to global self-esteem, no inferences can be made about the causality 
of the effect. One may argue that having low self-esteem will make one to engage in 
negative self-evaluation processes (e.g. negative reflected appraisals) and having high 
self-esteem will cause one to engage in positive self-evaluation processes (e.g. smaller 
real- ideal self discrepancy). Adversely it may be argued that the information that one
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receives from engaging in self-evaluation processes will ultimately affect how one sees 
oneself in the domains in question. Future research needs to explore the causal 
relationship between self-evaluation processes, domain-specific and global self-esteem 
and answer questions related to whether there is a global evaluation of self-worth and if 
there is, how one gains an overall opinion about oneself (e.g. self-evaluation processes) 
and how this overall opinion may affect the individual.
A further limitation related to the use of self-evaluation processes is the argument 
presented in this thesis that all self-evaluation processes may be important as they may 
satisfy different motives and provide individuals with self-relevant information from 
different sources. Firstly, as expected, different types of self-evaluation processes were 
significantly inter-correlated. This made it difficult to make inferences about the 
regression analyses results as high inter-correlations tended to weaken the contribution of 
some variables to the prediction of self-esteem (multicollinearity effect). For example, in 
many cases correlations between the predictor and predicted variables were significant, 
whereas when regression analyses were concerned the relationship was non-significant. 
Secondly, although it was suggested that all self-evaluation processes may be important 
for different reasons, it needs to be noted that participants were ‘forced’ to engage in self- 
evaluation processes by the researcher. Therefore, although all types of self-evaluation 
processes explored in this thesis may be equally relevant to self-esteem, individuals in 
general or particular groups may prefer some types of self-evaluation processes to others. 
Asking participants to ‘engage’ in self-evaluation processes has not allowed for a 
comparison of individual preference. Studies have compared individual and/or group
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preference to engage either in temporal or social comparisons (e.g. Brown and 
Middendorf, 1996; Heckhausen & Krueger, 1993). However, there are no studies known 
to the researcher which have compared individual preference in other types of self- 
evaluation processes. Although empirical data in this thesis compared the relative 
strength of some of the most important types of self-evaluation processes with self­
esteem it would be useful for future studies to compare individual preference for different 
types of self-evaluation processes and their relationship with self-esteem. Knowing 
whether and why some particular individuals or groups prefer some types of self- 
evaluation processes over others and whether or how these processes affect self-esteem 
would help to understand how self-esteem is formed and whether group membership is 
important in conceptualizing self-esteem.
A suggestion for future research rather than a limitation per se is related to the 
conceptualization of the importance attached to particular domains of the self. It was 
proposed that there are different ways in which a particular domain is important to an 
individual (e.g. individual value, societal value). Although the scale of importance 
showed good psychometric properties (e.g. high reliability, internal consistency and 
construct validity) and provided supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis, it was 
also found that in some groups (e.g. gay men) it did not moderate the relationship 
between domain-specific and global self-esteem. This may be suggestive of the fact that 
there are additional aspects of importance relevant to some particular groups that this 
thesis did not take into account. For example, additional items related to the centrality or 
the relevance of a particular domain in one’s life (e.g. ‘how important is a particular
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domain to ones self-definition’, ‘how important is a particular domain to who one is or 
what one does’) may be able to capture more aspects of the importance attached to a 
particular domain and add more ‘globality’ to the scale (e.g. capture aspects of 
importance that are more relevant to all groups). A useful way to improve the validity of 
the scale would be to conduct interviews with individuals from different backgrounds 
and/or groups adopting a grass roots perspective (e.g. make no inferences about what 
importance may mean) and exploring what importance may mean to different individuals 
or how individuals define the importance they attach to a particular domain. Using 
information from qualitative interviews to develop or add additional items to the scale 
of importance developed in this study can provide further evidence on where importance 
comes from, how it can be conceptualised and how it may affect the relationship between 
domain-specific and global self-esteem. A similar procedure was followed by King, 
Dinos, Weich, Serfaty and Stevens (1995) to develop a scale to measure the stigma of 
mental illness.
8.9 Conclusion
In closing, this thesis has shed light on misunderstandings about the importance of 
specific self-views. In particular, contrary to the vast majority o f studies which failed to 
find supportive evidence for the interactive hypothesis, findings suggest that domains 
which individuals consider as personally important and which perceive as having a 
positive impact on their life are more relevant to global evaluations of self-worth. The 
way importance is conceptualized in research is crucial in understanding how particular 
self-views of self-worth are related to global self-esteem. Individuals and/or different
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groups have different ways in which a domain is important to them and therefore attach 
different meanings to this domain. Future research needs to take into account group and 
sub-group values and design a multi-faceted measure of importance that would be able to 
capture or reflect such differences. In addition, more research is needed to understand the 
reasons why a domain is important to different individuals. Using interviews or focus 
groups with particular groups may be the most effective way in unveiling how and why a 
domain is important to an individual and developing more robust measures of 
importance.
This thesis is the only known piece of research that has explored several different types 
of self-evaluation processes and the relative strength of their relationship with self­
esteem. Although reflected appraisals were found to be particularly related to self-esteem 
in comparison to social and temporal comparisons and self-ideal discrepancy, an 
important finding was that individuals are not necessarily passive recipients of others 
views of themselves but they ‘actively choose’ to either disagree with them or ‘choose’ 
their referent others in a way that serves their motives for self-evaluation. Furthermore, 
temporal comparisons are suggested to be as important as other types of self-evaluation 
processes but they may be more relevant to some groups than others. However, this thesis 
cannot support the view that temporal comparisons are more important as people get 
older because the findings suggest that they may be important in older and younger 
individuals alike. However, more research on temporal comparisons is needed in order to 
identify whether the pattern of past selves -  better than present selves and future selves -
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worse than present selves that was found in older people can be found in other groups at 
some cost to their self-esteem.
Furthermore, it can be suggested that the self is defined in reference to others. For 
example, the importance attached to a domain of the self is defined in reference to other 
people (e.g. normative importance). Similarly, reflected appraisals and social 
comparisons involve the use of other people in understanding or evaluating oneself, 
whereas societal norms and standards are integral parts of one’s ideal selves. However, 
research needs to be more precise when using definitions of people’s referent others. It 
can be argued that the assumption in past research that people’s referent others are people 
who are significant to the perceiver and who one knows and interacts with may be 
misleading. Although findings from this thesis may be domain-dependent (i.e. physical 
appearance), it is suggested that the general public can be people’s significant other. 
However, in order to avoid further misunderstandings, the general public may have 
different boundaries and structures to different individuals and/or groups. The general 
public for gay men may be mainly other gay men, for younger individuals may be 
individuals o f similar age and values and so on. Along these lines, Mead’s (1934) 
generalized other which consists of one’s whole sociocultural environment may be an 
artifact. It is impossible to see oneself through the eyes of society as within a culture and 
a society there are different and divergent values that individuals are not necessarily 
aware of. For example, younger individuals may not be aware or may not care that in 
older people body image reflects functional rather than aesthetic aspects. It seems more 
plausible to suggest that individuals will view themselves through the eyes of those
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generalized others who share some common characteristics with them (e.g. age, group 
membership, experiences, values, etc).
Finally, this thesis has some important implications for stigmatized individuals and for 
individuals who maintain a positive view of the self. Although one would expect that 
older individuals would be particularly dissatisfied with their physical appearance, two 
studies from this thesis showed that older individuals are significantly more satisfied with 
their physical appearance than any other group, attach less importance to it, believe that it 
has a positive impact on their lives, believe that others view them more positively than 
younger individuals and rely less on reflected appraisals from the general public. This is 
not to suggest that they are threatened and/or over-protective of themselves. Findings 
revealed that they engaged in significantly more negative temporal past and future 
comparisons and their self-ideal self discrepancy was similar to those of younger 
individuals. Rather this is suggestive of a ‘healthy’ or ‘balanced’ self-view, where one 
can recognize one’s deficiencies but also understand that there are either more important 
things about themselves or see themselves with regards to the domain in question through 
different spectacles (e.g. I may not conform to cultural body image ideals but my body is 
healthy despite the fact that I am getting older).
339
Affleck, G. & Tennen, H. (1991). Social comparison and coping with major medical 
problems. In J.Suls & T.A. Wills (Eds), Social comparison: Contemporary theory and 
research (pp. 369-394). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Akiba, D. (1998). Cultural variations in body esteem: How young adults in Iran and the 
United States view their own appearances. The Journal of Social Psychology, 138(4): 
539-540.
Albert, S. (1977). Temporal comparison theory. Psychological Review, 84, 485-503.
Atkins, D. (1998). Looking queer: Body image and identity in lesbian, bisexual, gay, and 
transgender communities. New York: Harrington Park Press.
Austin, J.K., Champion, V.L. & Tzeng, O.C. (1989). Cross-cultural relationships between 
self-concept and body image in high school-age boys. Archives of Psychiatric Nursing, 
3(4): 234-240.
Banaji, M.R. & Prentice, D.A. (1994). The self in social contexts. Annual Review of 
Psychology 45: 297-332.
Bandura, A. & Adams, N.E. (1977). Analysis of self-efficacy theory of behavioral 
change. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 1: 287-310.
Bandura, A., (1986). Social Foundations of Thought and Action. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice Hall.
Baron, R.M. & Kenny, D.A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in 
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51 (6): 1173-1182.
Baron, R.A. & Byrne, D. (1997). Social psychology, 8th ed. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Baumeister, R.F. (1982). A self-presentational view of social phenomena. Psychological 
Bulletin 91: 3-26.
Baumeister, R.F. (1987). How the self became a problem: A psychological review of 
historical research. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 52: 163-176.
Baumeister, R.F., Tice, D.M. & Hutton, D.G., (1989). Self-Presentational Motivations 
and Personality Differences in Self-Esteem. Journal of Personality, 57, 547-577.
Baumeister, R.F., Smart, L. & Boden, J.M. (1996). Relation of threatened egotism to 
violence and aggression: The dark side of high self-esteem. Psychological Review 103: 5- 
33.
References
340
Baumgardner, A.H. (1990). To know oneself is to like oneself: Self-certainty and self­
affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 58: 1062-1072.
Bednar, R.L. & Peterson,S.R. (1995). Self-esteem: Paradoxes and innovations in clinical 
theory and practice, 2nd ed., Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Bohrnstedt, G.W. & Felson, R.B. (1983). Explaining the relationship among children’s 
actual and perceived performances and self-esteem: A comparison of several casual 
models. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45: 43 -  56.
Boroughs, M. & Thompson, J.K. (2002). Exercise status and sexual orientation as 
moderators of body image disturbance and eating disorders in males. International 
Journal of Eating Disorders, 31:3 07 — 311.
Brand, P.A., Rothblum, E.D. & Solomon, L.J. (1992). A comparison of lesbians, gay 
men, and heterosexuls on weight and restrained eating. International Journal of Eating 
Disorders, 11:253-259.
Brown, J.D. (1986). Evaluations of self and others: Self-enhancement biases in social 
judgements. Social Cognition, 4, 353-376.
Brown, J.D. (1993). Self-esteem and self-evaluation: Feeling is believing. In J.Suls (Eds), 
Psychological perspectives on the self, Hillsdale, N.J: Erlbaum, 27-58.
Brown, R & Middendorf, J (1996). The understimated role of temporal comparison: A 
test of the life-span model. The Journal o f Social Psychology, 136(3), 325-331.
Brown, K., Ward, G., Lightbourn, T. & Jackson, J.S. (1998). Skin tone and racial identity 
among African Americans: A theoretical and research framework. In R. Jones (Eds), 
Advances in African American Psychology. Hampton, VA: Cobb.
Brown, R & Haeger, G (1999). ‘Compared to what?’: Comparison choice in an 
internation context. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 31-42.
Bushman, B.J. (1993). What’s in a name? The moderating role of public self- 
consciousness on the relation between brand label and brand preference. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 78: 857-861.
Buss, A.H. (1980). Self-consciousness and social anxiety. San Fransisco, CA: Freeman.
Bussey, K. & Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory of gender development and 
differentiation. Psychological Review 106(4): 676-713.
Buunk, B. & Ybema, J. (1995). Selective evaluation and downward comparison in coping 
with stress. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 25, 1499-1517.
341
Camp, D.L., Finlay, W.M.L. & Lyons, E., (2002). Is Low Self-Esteem inevitable in 
Stigma? Soc.Sci. & Med., 55, 823-834.
Campbell, J.D. (1986). Similarity and uniqueness: The effects of attribute type, 
relevance, and individual differences in self-esteem and depression. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 281-294.
Carver, C.S. & Scheier, M.F. (1985). Aspects of the self and the control of behavior. In 
B.R. Schlenker (Eds), The self and social life, p.p. 146-174. New York, NY: McGraw- 
Hill.
Cash, T.F. & Green, G.K. (1986). Body image in anorexia nervosa and bulimia: A review 
of the literature. Behavior Modification, 11: 487-521.
Cash, T.F., Ancis, J.R. & Strachan, M.D. (1997). Gender attitudes, feminist identity, and 
body images among college women. Sex Roles, 36(7/8): 433-447.
Cheek, J.M. & Briggs, S.R. (1982). Self-consciousness and aspects of identity. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 16(4): 401-408.
Cohane, G.H. & Pope, Jr., H.G. (2001). Body image in boys: A review of the literature. 
International Journal of Eating Disorders, 29(4): 373-379.
Cohen, A.R. (1959). Some implications of self-esteem for social influence. In C.I. 
Hovland & LL. Janis (Eds), Personality and persuability, p.p. 102-120. Oxford, England: 
Yale University.
Collins, R.L. (1996). For better or worse: The impact of upward social comparison on 
self-evaluations. Psychological Bulletin, 119: 51-69.
Conway, M. & Ross, M. (1984). Getting What You Want By Revising What You Had. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(4): 738-748.
Cooley, C.H., (1956). Human Nature and the Social Order. New York: Free Press.
Coopersmith, S., (1967). The Antecedents of Self-Esteem. W.H. Freeman and Company.
Coopersmith, S. (1981). Self-esteem inventories. CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Covington, M. (1984). The motive for self-worth. In R. Ames & C. Ames (Eds), 
Research on Motivation in education, Vol. 1. New York: Academic Press.
Crago, M., Shisslak, C.M. & Estes, L.S. (1996). Eating disturbances among American 
minority groups: A Review. International Journal of Eating Disorders, 19: 239-248.
342
Crandall, C.S., Tsang, J.A., Harvey, R.D. & Britt, T.W., (2000). Group Identity-Based 
Self-Protective Strategies: The Stigma of Race, Gender, and Garlic. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 30:355-381.
Crocker, J., Thompson, L.L., McGraw, K.M. & Ingennan, C., (1987). Downward 
Comparison, Prejudice, and Evaluations of Others: Effects of Self-Esteem and Threat. 
Journal of Persoanlity and Social Psychology 52(5), 907-916.
Crocker, J. & Major, B., (1989). Social Stigma and Self-Esteem: The Self-Protective 
Properties of Stigma. Psychological Review, 96(4): 608-630.
Crocker, J., Cronwell, B. & Major, B. (1993). The stigma of overweight: Affective 
consequences of attributional ambiguity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
64(1): 60-70.
Crocker, J., Luhtanen, R.K., Blaine, B. & Broadnax, S. (1994). Collective self-esteem 
and psychological well-being among Black, White, and Asian students. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin 20: 503-513.
Crocker, J. & Major, B. (1994). Reactions to stigma: the moderating role of justification. 
In M.P. Zanna & J.M. Olsen (Eds). The psychology of prejudice, Vol. 7. NJ: Erlbaum, 
Hillsdale.
Crocker, J. & Quinn, D. (1998). Racism and Self-Esteem. Confronting Racism: The 
Problem and the Response. J. L Eberhardt and S. T Fiske. Anonymous. USA:SAGE 
Publication. 1: 169-187.
Crocker, J., (1999). Social Stigma and Self-Esteem: Situational Construction of Self- 
Worth, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35(1): 89-107.
Crocker, J. & Lawrence, J. (1999). Social stigma and self-esteem: The role of 
contingencies of self-esteem. In D. Prentice & D. Miller (Eds), The cultural divide, p.p. 
364-392. New York: Russell Sage.
Crocker, J. & Lawrence, J.S. (1999). Social Stigma and Self-Esteem: The Role of 
Contingencies of Worth. 1: 364-392.
Crocker, J. & Quinn, D.M., (2000). Social Stigma and the Self: Meanings, Situations, and 
Self-Esteem. In T.F., Heatherton, R.E., Kleck, M.R., Hebl. & J.G., Hull (Eds), The Social 
Psychology of Stigma. The Guilford Press.
Crocker, J. & Wolfe, C.T. (2001). Contigencies of Self-Worth. Psychological Review, 
108(3): 593-623.
Cross, W.E. (1985). Black identity: Rediscovering the distinction between personal 
identity and reference group orientation. In M.B. Spencer, G.K. Brookins & W.R. Allen,
343
(Eds) In beginnings: The social and affective development of black children. Hillsdale, 
N.J: Erlbaum.
Davis, C. & Yager, J. (1992). Transcultural aspects of eating disorders: A critical 
literature review. Culture, Medicine and Psychiatry, 16: 377-394.
Denzin, N.K. (1966). The significant others of a college population. Sociological 
Quarterly, 7: 298 -  310.
Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95: 542-575.
Diener, E. & Diener, M. (1995). Cross-cultural correlates of life satisfaction. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology 68: 653-663.
Dinos, S., King, M., Stevens, S., Serfaty, M. & Weich, S. (2004). Stigma: The feelings 
and experiences of 46 people with mental illness. British Journal of Psychiatry, 184: 176- 
181.
Dinos, S., Lyons, E. & Finlay, W.M.L. (2005). Does chronic illness place constraints on 
positive constructions of identity? Temporal comparisons and self-evaluations in people 
with mental illness. Social Science & Medicine, 60: 2239 -  2248.
Dolan, B. (1991). Cross-cultural aspects o f anorexia and bulimia: A Review. 
International Journal of Eating Disorders, 10: 67-78.
Dutton, K.A. & Brown, J.D., (1997). Global Self-Esteem and Specific Self-Views as 
Determinants of People’s Reactions to Success and failure, Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 73(1): 139-148.
Emler, N. (2001). Self-esteem: The costs and causes of low self-worth. York, U.K: Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation.
Farmer, R.F., Jarvis, L.L., Berent, M.K. & Corbett, A. (2001). Contributions to global 
self-esteem: The role of importance attached to self-concepts associated with the five- 
factor model. Journal of Research in Personality 35: 483-499.
Fazio, R.H., (1979). Motives for Social Comparison: The Construction-Validation 
Distinction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 37(10), 1683-1698.
Felson, R.B. (1981b). Self and reflected appraisals among football players: A test of the 
Median hypothesis. Social Psychology Quarterly, 44: 116 -  126.
Felson, R.B. (1981c). Social sources of information in the development of self. 
Sociological Quarterly, 22: 69 -  79.
344
Felson, R.B. (1985). Reflected appraisals and the development of self. Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 48: 71 -  78.
Felson, R.B. & Zielinski, M. (1989). Children’s self-esteem and parental support. Journal 
of Marriage and the Family, 51: 727 -  735.
Felson, R.B. (1993). The (somewhat) social self: How others affect self-appraisals. In J. 
Suls (Eds), The self in social perspective. Hillsdale: New Jersey.
Fenigstein, A., Scheier, M.F. & Buss, A.H. (1975). Public and Private Self- 
Consciousness: Assessment and Theory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
43(4): 522-527.
Fenigstein, A. (1979). Self-consciousness, self-attention, and social interaction. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 37: 75-86.
Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117- 
MO.
Finlay, W.M.L., Dinos, S. & Lyons, E. (2001). Stigma and multiple social comparisons 
in people with schizophrenia. European Journal of Social Psychology, 31, 579-592.
Forbes, G.B., Adams-Curtis, L.E., Rade, B. & Jaberg, P (2001). Body-dissatisfaction in 
women and men: The role of gender-typing and self-esteem. Sex Roles, 44(7/8): 461-484.
Forsman, L. & Johnson, M. (1996). Dimensionality and validity of two scales measuring 
different aspects of self-esteem. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 37: 1-15.
Franzoi, S.L. & Shields, S.A. (1984). The Body Esteem Scale: Multidimensional 
structure and sex differences in a college population. Journal of Personality Assessment, 
48, 173-178.
Franzoi, S.L. & Herzog, M.E. (1987). Judging physical attractiveness: What body aspects 
do we use? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 13: 19-33.
Friend, R.M. & Gilbert, J. (1973). Threat and fear of negative evaluation as determinants 
of locus of social comparison. Journal of Personality, 41: 328 -  340.
Framing, W.J., Corley, E.B. & Rinker, L. (1990). The influence of public self- 
consciousness and the audience’s characteristics on withdrawal from embarrassing 
situations. Journal of Personality, 58: 603-622.
Gagne, P. & Tewksbury, R. (1999). Knowledge and power, body and self: An analysis of 
knowledge systems and the transgendered self. The Sociological Quarterly, 40(1): 59-83.
345
Gamer, R.M., Sorter, R.G. & Friedman, B.N. (1997). Developmental changes in 
children’s body images. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 12: 1019-1036.
Gecas, V. & Scwalbe, M.L. (1983). Beyond the looking-glass self: Social structure and 
efficacy-bases self-esteem. Social Psychology Quarterly, 46: 77-88.
Gibbons, F.X. (1986). Stigma and interpersonal relationships. In S.C. Ainlay, G. Becker, 
L.M. Coleman (Eds), The dilemma of difference: A multidisciplinary view of stigma. New 
York: Plenum Press.
Gibbons, F.X., Benbow, C.P. & Gerrard, M., (1994). From Top Dog to Bottom Half: 
Social Comparison Strategies in Response to Poor Performance. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology 67(4), 638-652.
Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. New York: Doubleday.
Gray-Little, B. & Hafdahl, A.R. (2000). Factors influencing racial comparisons of self­
esteem: A quantitative review, Psychological Bulletin, 126(1): 26-54.
Greenier, K.D., Kernis, M.H. & Waschull, S.B. (1995). Not all high (or low) self-esteem 
people are the same: Theory and research on stability of self-esteem. In M.H. Kernis 
(Eds), Agency, and self-esteem, Plenum Press: New York, p.p.51-71.
Grogan, S. & Richards, H. (2002). Body image: Focus groups with boys and men. Men 
and Masculinities, 4(3): 219-232.
Hakmiller, K.L., (1966). Threat as a Determinant of Downward Comparison. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, Supplement 1, 32-39.
Hamilton, J.C., Falconer, J.J. & Greenberg, M.D. (1992). The relationship between self- 
consciousness and dietary restraint. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 11:158- 
166.
Hardin, C.D. & Higgins, E.T. (1996). How social verification makes the subjective 
objective. In R.M. Sorrentino & E.T. Higgins (Eds), Handbook of motivation and 
cognition, Vol. 3: The interpersonal context, p.p. 28-84. New York, NY, US: Guilford 
Press.
Harter, S. (1993). Causes and consequences of low self-esteem in children and 
adolescents. In R.G. Baumeister (Eds), Self-esteem: The puzzle of low self-regard, p.p. 
87-116. New York: Plenum.
Heatherton, T.F. & Polivy, J., (1991). Development and Validation of a Scale for 
Measuring State Self-Esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(6): 895- 
910.
346
Heatherton, T.F. (1993). Body dissatisfaction, self-focus and dieting status among 
women. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 7(4): 225 -  231.
Heckhausen, J. & Krueger, J (1993). Developmental expectations for the self and most 
other people: Age grading in three functions of social comparison. Developmental 
Psychology, 29, 539-548.
Hefferman, K. (1999). Lesbians and the internalization of societal standards of weight 
and appearance. Journal of Lesbian Studies, 3(4): 121-127.
Henderson-King, E. & Henderson-King, D. (1997). Media effects on women’s body 
esteem: Social and individual difference factors. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
27(5): 399-417.
Herman, C.P. & Polivy, J. (1980). Restrained eating. In A.J. Stunkard (Eds), Obesity (p.p. 
208 -  225). Philadelphia: Saunders.
Herzog, D.B., Newman, K.L., Yeh, C.J. & Warshaw, M. (1992). Body image satisfaction 
in homosexual and heterosexual women, international Journal of Eating Disorders, 11: 
391-396.
Hetherington, M.M. & Burnett, L. (1994). Ageing and the pursuit of slimness: Dietary 
restraint and weight satisfaction in elderly women. British Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 33(3): 391-400.
Hewitt, J.P. (2002). The social construction of self-esteem. In C.R. Snyder & S.J. Lopez 
(Eds), Handbook of Positive Psychology (p.p. 135-147). London: Oxford University 
Press.
Hewson, C. (2003). Conducting research on the internet. Psychologist, 16(6): 290-293.
Higgins, E.T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: A theory relating self to affect. Psychological 
Review, 94: 319-340.
Higgins, E.T. (1989). Self-discrepancy theory: What patterns of self-beliefs cause people 
to suffer? In L. Berkowitz (Eds), Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 22, 
p.p. 93-136. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Hobbes, T. (1948). Leviathan, Oxford: Blackwell. Originally published in 1651.
Hoge, D.R. & McCarthy, J.D. (1984). Influence of individual and group identity salience 
in the global self-esteem of youth. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47: 
403-414.
Hoyle, R.H., Kernis, M.H., Leary, M.R. & Baldwin, M.W. (1999). Selfhood: Identity, 
esteem, regulation. Colorado: Westview Press.
347
Hurd, L.C. (2000). Older women’s body image and embodied experience: An 
exploration. Journal of Women & Aging, 12(3/4): 77-97.
Jaccard, J., Wan, C.K. & Turrisi, R. (1990). The detection and interpretation of 
interaction effects between continuous variables in multiple regression. Multivariate 
Behavioral Research, 25(4): 467-478.
Janelli, L.M. (1993). Are there body image differences between older men and women? 
Western Journal of Nursing Research, 15(3): 327-339.
James, W. (1890). The principles of psychology (Vol. 1). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.
Janda, L.H., O’Grady, K.E. & Barnhart, S.A. (1981). Effects of sexual attitudes and 
physical attractiveness on person perception of men and women. Sex Roles, 7: 189-199.
Jones, S.C. & Regan, D.T., (1974). Ability Evaluation Through Social Comparison. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 10, 133-146.
Jones, E.E., Farina, A., Hastorf, A.H., Markus, H., Miller, D.T., Scott, R.A. & French, 
R.S. (1984). Social Stigma: The Psychology of Marked Relationships. New York: W.H. 
Freeman & Co.
Kaplan-Myrth, N. (2000). Alice without a looking glass: Blind people and body image. 
Anthropology & Medicine, 7(3): 276-299.
Kernis, M.H. & Reis, H.T. (1984). Self-consciousness, self-awareness, and justice in 
reward allocation. Journal of Personality, 52(1): 58-70.
Kernis, M.H., Grannemann, B.D. & Barclay, L.C., (1989). Stability and Level of Self- 
Esteem as Predictors of Anger Arousal and Hostility, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 56(6): 1013-1022.
Kernis, M.H., Grannemann, B.D. & Mathis, L.C. (1991). Stability of self-esteem as a 
moderator of the relation between level of self-esteem and depression. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 61: 80-84.
Kernis, M.H., Cornell, D.P., Sun, C.R., Berry, A. & Harlow, T. (1993). There’s more to 
self-esteem than whether it is high or low: The importance of stability of self-esteem. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65: 1190-1204.
King, M., Dinos, S., Weich, S., Sefaty, M. & Stevens, S. (2005). The development of a 
scale to measure the stigma of mental illness. Manuscript submitted for publication.
348
Klein, S.B., Loftus, J. & Burton, H.A. (1989), Two self-reference effects: The importance 
of distinguishing between self-descriptiveness judgements and autobiographical retrieval 
in self-referent encoding. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 739-753.
Koff, E., Rierdan, J. & Stubbs, M.L. (1990). Gender, body image and self-concept in 
early adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence, 10(1): 56 -  68.
Koff, E., Benavage, A. & Wong, B. (2001). Body-image attitudes and psychosocial 
functioning in Euro-American and Asian-American college women. Psychological 
Reports, 88: 917-928.
Kruglanski, A.W. & Mayseless, O. (1990). Classic and current social comparison 
research: Expanding the perspective. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 195-208.
Lachowicz-Tabaczek, K. (1998). The relation between domain-specific self-perceptions 
and their importance to global self-esteem: On the sources of self-worth. Polish 
Psychological Bulletin 29(3): 231-254.
Leary, M.R. & Downs, D.L. (1995), Interpersonal functions of the self-esteem motive: 
the self-esteem system as a sociometer. In M.H. Kernis (Eds), Efficacy, agency, and self­
esteem. New York: Plenum, 123-144.
Leary, M.R., Tambor, E.S., Terdal, S.K. & Downs, D.L. (1995). Self-esteem as an 
interpersonal monitor: The sociometer hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 68: 518-530.
Lee, M. & Burns, L.D. (1993). Self-consciousness and clothing purchase criteria of 
Korean and United States college women. Clothing and Textiles research Journal, 11: 
32-40.
Locke, J. (1960). Concerning human understanding, London: Oxford University Press. 
Work originally published in 1690.
Maloney, M.J., McGuire, J., Daniels, S.R. & Specker, B. (1989). Dieting behaviour and 
eating attitudes in children. Pediatrics, 84: 482 -  489.
Manis, M. (1955). Social interaction and the self-concept. Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology, 51: 362 -  370.
Markus, H. (1980). The self in thought and memory. In D.M. Wegner & R.R. Vallacher 
(Eds), The self in social psychology (p.p. 102-130). New York: Oxford University Press.
Markus, H.R. & Nurius, P.S, (1986). Possible selves. American Psychologist, 41, 954- 
969.
349
Marsh, H.W. & Shavelson, R. (1985). Self-Concept: Its Multifaceted, Hierarchical 
Structurs. Educational Psychologist, 20(3): 107-123.
Marsh, H.W. (1986). Global self-esteem: Its relation to specific facets of the self-concept 
and their importance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51: 1224-1236.
Marsh, H.W. (1990). A multidimensional, hierarchical self-concept: Theoretical and 
empirical justification. Educational Psychology Review 2: 77-172.
Marsh, H.W. (1993). Relations between global and specific domains of self: The 
importance of individual importance, certainty, and ideals. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology 65: 975-992.
Marsh, H.W., (1995). A Jamesian Model of Self-Investment and Self-Esteem: Comment 
on Pelham (1995). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(6): 1151-1160.
Marsh, H.W. & Yeung, A.S. (1999). The lability of psychological ratings: The 
chameleon effect in global self-esteem. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
25(1): 49-64.
Masters, J.C. & Keil, L.J. (1987). Generic comparison processes in human judgement and 
behavior. In J.C. Masters & W.P. Smith (Eds), Social comparison, social justice, and 
relative deprivation: Theoretical, empirical, and policy perspectives, p.p. 11-54. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
McCreary, D.R. & Sasse, D.K. (2000). An exploration of the drive for muscularity in 
adolescent boys and girls. Journal of American College Health, 48(6): 297-304.
McDonald, H.E. & Hirt, E.R. (1997). When Expectancy Meets Desire: Motivational 
Effects in Reconstructive Memory. Journal of Personality'and Social Psychology, 72(1): 
5-23.
McFarland, C. & Alvaro, C. (2000). The Impact of Motivation on Temporal 
Comparisons: Coping With Traumatic Events by Perceiving Personal Growth. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 79(3): 327-343.
McFarlin, D.B & Blascovich, J. (1981). Effects of self-esteem and performance feedback 
of future affective preferences and cognitive expectations. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology 40: 521-531.
Mead, G.H. (1934). Mind, Self, and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Mendelson, B.K. & White, D.R. (1985). Development of self-body-esteem in overweight 
youngsters. Developmental Psychology, 21: 90 -  96.
350
Mendelson, B.K., White, D.R. & Mendelson, M.J. (1996). Self-esteem and body esteem: 
Effects of sex, age and weight. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 17: 321 -346
Mendelson, M.J., Mendelson, B.K. & Andrews, J. (2000). Self-esteem, body-esteem and 
body-mass in late adolescence: Is a competence X importance model needed? Journal of 
Applied Developmental Psychology, 21(3): 2 49 -266 .
Mendelson, B.K., Mendelson, M.J. & White, D.R. (2001). Body-esteem scale for 
adolescents and adults. Journal of Personality Assessment, 76(1): 90-106.
Mettee, D. & Smith, G., (1977). Social Comparison and Interpersonal Attraction: The 
case for Dissimilarity. In J. Suls & R. Miller (Eds.), Social Comparison Processes p.p. 
69-101. New York: Wiley.
Milkie, M.A. (1999). Social comparisons, reflected appraisals, and mass media: The 
impact of pervasive beauty images on black and white girls’ self-concepts. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 62(2): 190-210.
Miller, L.C. & Cox, C.L. (1982). For appearances’ sake: Public self-consciousness and 
makeup use. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 8(4): 748-751.
Miller, C.T., Rothblum, E.D., Felicio, D. & Brand, P. (1995). Compensating for stigma: 
Obese and nonobese women’s reactions to being visible. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 21(10): 1093-1106.
Miller, C.T. & Downey, K.T. (1999). A meta-analysis of heavyweight and self-esteem. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 3(1): 68-84.
Miyamoto, F.S. & Dornbusch, S. (1956). A test of the symbolic interactionist hypothesis 
of self-conception. American Journal of Sociology, 61, 399-403.
Monteath, S.A. & McCabe, M.P. (1997). The influence of societal factors on female body 
image. Journal of Social Psychology, 137(6): 708-727.
Moreland, R.L. & Sweeney, P.D. (1984). Self-expectancies and reactions to evaluations 
of personal performance. Journal of Personality, 52, 156-176.
Moretti, M.M. & Higgins, E.T. (1990). Relating self-discrepancy to self-esteem: The 
contributions of discrepancy beyond actual self-ratings. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 26: 108-123.
Murray, S.L., Holmes, J.G. & Griffin, D.W. (1996). The self-fulfilling nature of positive 
illusions in romantic relationships: Love is not blind, but prescient. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 1115-1180.
351
Mussweiler, T., Gabriel, S. & Bodenhausen, G.V. (2000). Shifting social identities as a 
strategy for deflecting threatening social comparisons. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 79(3): 398-409.
Myers, Jr., P.N. & Biocca, F.A. (1992). The elastic body image: The effect of television 
advertising and programming on body image distortions in young women. Journal of 
Communications, 42(3): 108-133.
Nosanchuk, T.A. & Erickson, B.H.,. (1985). How High Is Up? Calibrating Social 
Comparison in the Real World. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 48(3), 624- 
634.
Owen, P.R. & Laurel-Seller, E. (2000). Weight and shape ideals: Thin is dangerously in. 
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30(5): 979-990.
Page, R. & Allen, O. (1995). Adolescent perceptions of body weight and weight 
satisfaction. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 81, 81-82.
Paxton, S.J. & Plythian, K. (1999). Body image, self-esteem, and health status in middle 
and later adulthood. Australian Psychologist, 34(2): 116-121.
Pelham, B.W. & Swann, W.B., (1989). From Self-Conceptions to Self-Worth: On the 
Sources and Structure of Global Self-Esteem, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 57(4): 672-680.
Pelham, B.W., (1995). Self-Investment and Self-Esteem: Evidence for a Jamesian Model 
of Self-Worth, Journal of Personality and Social psychology, 69(6): 1141-1150.
Pelham, B.W., (1995). Further Evidence for a Jamesian Model of Self-Worth: Reply to 
Marsh (1995). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(6): 1161-1165.
Pitman, G.E. (2000). The influence of race, ethnicity, class, and sexual politics on 
lesbians’ body image, Journal of Homosexuality, 40(2): 49-64.
Pliner, P., Chaiken, S. & Flett, G.L. (1990). Gender differences in concern with body 
weight and physical appearance over the life span. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 16(2): 2 6 3 -2 7 3 .
Pope, Jr., H.G., Gruber, A.J., Choi, P.Y., Olivardia, R. & Phillips, K.A. (1997). Muscle 
dysmporphia: An under-recognized form of body dysmorphic disorder. Psychosomatics, 
38, 548-557.
Powell, J.L., Matacin, M.L. & Stuart, A.E. (2001). Body esteem: An exception to self 
enhancing illusions? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31(9): 1951-1978,
352
Quarantelli, E.L. & Cooper, J. (1966). Self-conceptions and others: A further test of the 
Meadian hypotheses. Sociological Quarterly, 7, 281-297.
Reis, H.T., Wheeler, L., Spiegel, W., Kernis, M.H., Wezlek, J. & Perri, M. (1982). 
Physical attractiveness and social interaction: II. Why does appearance affect social 
experience? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43: 979-996.
Ricciardelli, L.A. & McCabe, M. (2001). Children’s body image concerns and eating 
disturbance: A review of the literature. Clinical Psychology Review, 21(3): 325-344.
Rickabaugh, C.A. & Tomlinson-Keasey, C. (1997). Social and Temporal Comparisons in 
Adjustment to Aging. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 19(3): 307-328.
Robinson-Whelen S. & Kiecolt-Glaser J. 1997. The importance of social versus temporal 
comparison appraisals among older adults. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 27(11): 
959-966.
Rodin, J., Silberstein, L.R. & Striegel-Moore, R.H. (1985). Women and weight: A 
normative discontent. In T.B. Sonderegger (Eds), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation 
(pp. 267-308). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Rogers, C.R. (1951). Client-centered therapy: Its current practice, implications, and 
theory. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press.
Rosenberg, M. & Pearlin, L.I. (1978). Social class and self-esteem among children and 
adults. American Journal of Sociology, 84: 53-77.
Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the self. New York: Basic Books.
Rosenberg, M. (1982). Psychological selectivity in self-esteem formation. In M. 
Rosenberg & H.B. Kaplan (Eds), Social Psychology of the self-concept (p.p. 535 -  546). 
Arlington Heights, IL: Harlan Davidson.
Rosenberg, M. (1985). Self-concept and psychological well-being in adolescence. In R.L. 
Leahy (Eds), The development of the self (p.p. 205-246). Orlando, FL: Academic Press.
Rosenberg, M. (1986). Conceiving the self. Melbourne, FL: Krieger.
Rosenberg, M. (1986). Self-concept from middle childhood through adolescence. In J. 
Suls and A.G. Greenwald (Eds), Psychological perspectives on the self, Hillsdale, N.J: 
Erlbaum, 107-136.
Rosenberg, M., Schooler, C. & Schoenbach, C. (1989). Self-esteem and adolescent 
problems: Modeling reciprocal effects. American Sociological Review, 54: 1004 -  1018.
353
Rosenberg, M., Schooler, C., Schoenbach, C. & Rosenberg, F., (1995). Global Self- 
Esteem and Specific Self-Esteem: Different Concepts, Different Outcomes, American 
Sociological Review, 60: 141-156.
Ross, M. & Wilson, A.E. (2000). Constructing and appraising past selves. In Memory, 
brain and belief, Schacter DL, Scarry E (Eds). Harvard University Press. Cambridge: 
Mass; 231-258
Rothblum, E.D., Brand, P.A., Miller, C.T. & Oetjen, H.A. (1990). The relationship 
between obesity, employment discrimination, and employment-related victimization. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37: 251-266.
Rotheram-Borus, M.J. (1990). Adolescents’ reference-group choices, self-esteem and 
adjustment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(5): 1075-1081.
Ruehlman, L.S., West, S.G. & Pasahow, R.J. (1985). Depression and evaluative 
schemata. Journal of Personality 53: 46-92.
Rusell, C.J. & Keel, P.K. (2002). Homosexuality as a specific risk factor for eating 
disorders in men. International Journal of Eating Disorders, 31: 300 -  306.
Ryan, R.M. (1982). Control and information in the interpersonal sphere: An extension of 
cognitive evaluation theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43: 450-461.
Ryff, C.D. (1982). Self-Perceived Personality Change in Adulthood and Aging. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 42(1): 108-115.
Ryff, C.D. (1991). Posible selves in adulthood and old age: A tale of shifting horizons. 
Psychology and Aging 6(2): 286-295.
Samuel, W., (1973). On Clarifying Some Interpretations of Social Comparison Theory. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 9, 450-465.
Savin-Williams, R.C. & Demo, P., (1983). Situational and Transitional Determinants of 
Adolescent Self-Esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44: 820-833.
Scheier, M.F. (1980). Effects of public and private self-consciousness on the public 
expression of personal beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39: 514 — 
521.
Sedikides, C. (1993). Assessment, enhancement, and verification determinants of the 
self-evaluation process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(2): 317-338.
354
Shapiro, S., Newcomb, M. & Loeb, T.B. (1997). Fear of fat, disregulated-restrained 
eating, and body-esteem: Prevalence and gender differences among eight- to ten- year old 
children. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 26, 358-365.
Shrauger, S.J. (1972). Self-esteem and reactions to being observed by others. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology 23: 193-200.
Shrauger, J.S. & Terbovic, M.L. (1976). Self-evaluation and assessments of performance 
by self and others. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 44(4): 564-572.
Shrauger, J.S. & Schoeneman, T.J. (1979). Symbolic interactionist view o f self-concept: 
Through the looking glass self darkly. Psychological Bulletin, 86(3): 549-573.
Siever, M. (1994). Sexual orientation and gender as factors in socioculturally acquired 
vulnerability to body dissatisfaction and eating disorders. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 62, 252-260.
Silberstein, L.R., Mishkind, M.E., Striegel-Moore, R.H., Timko, C. & Rodin, J. (1989). 
Men and their bodies: A comparison of homosexual and heterosexual men. 
Psychosomatic Medicine, 51: 337-346.
Simmons, R.G. & Rosenberg, R. (1975). Sex, sex roles and self-image. Journal of Youth 
and Adolescence, 4(3): 2 2 9 -2 5 8 .
Slade, P.D. (1994). What is body image? Behaviour Research and Therapy, 325: 497- 
502.
Smith, R.H. & Insko, C.A. (1987). Social comparison choice during ability evaluation: 
The effects of comparison publicity, performance feedback, and self-esteem. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 13: 111-122 .
Solomon, S., Greenberg, J. & Pyszczynski, T. (1991a). A terror-management theory of 
social behavior; The psychological functions of self-esteem and cultural worldviews. In 
M.P. Zanna (Eds), Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 24. San Diego, CA: 
Academic Press, p.p 91-159.
Spence, J.T. & Helmreich, R.L. (1978). Masculinity and femininity: Their psychological 
dimensions, correlates, and antecedents. Austin: University of Texas Press
Stowers, D.A. & Durm, M.W. (1996). Does self-concept depend on body image? A 
gender analysis. Psychological Reports, 78: 643 -  646.
Strauman, T.J. & Higgins, E.T. (1988). Self-discrepancies as predictors of vulnerability 
to distinct syndromes of chronic emotional distress. Journal of Personality, 56: 685-707.
355
Strauman, T.J., Lemieux, A.M. & Coe, C.L. (1993). Self-discrepancy and natural killer 
cell activity: Immunological consequences of negative self-evaluation. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 64: 1042-1052.
Strauman, T.J., Vookles, J., Barenstein, V., Chaiken, S. & Higgins, E.T. (1991). Self- 
discrepancies and vulnerability to body dissatisfaction and disordered eating. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 61: 946-956.
Strauman, T.J. & Glenberg, A.M. (1994). Self-Concept and Body-Image Disturbance: 
Which Self-Beliefs Predict Body Size Overestimation? Cognitive Therapy and Research, 
18(2): 105-125.
Striegel-Moore, R.H., Silberstein, L.R. & Rodin, J. (1986). Toward an understanding of 
risk factors for bulimia. American Psychologist, 41, 246-263.
Striegel-Moore, R.H., Tucker, N. & Hsu, J. (1990). Body image dissatisfaction and 
disordered eating in lesbian college students. International Journal of Eating Disorders, 
9: 493-500.
Striegel-Moore, R.H., Silberstein, L.R. & Rodin. (1993). The social self in Bulimia 
Nervosa: Public self-consciousness, social anxiety, and perceived fraudulence. Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology, 102(2): 297-303.
Strober, M. (1990). Disorders of the self in anorexia nervosa: An organismic- 
developmental paradigm. In C. Johnson (Eds), Psychodynamic theory and treatment for 
eating disorders, (pp. 354-373). New York: Guilford Press.
Suls, J.M, & Miller, R.L., (1977). Social Comparison Processes: Theoretical and 
Empirical Perspectives, Hemisphere Publishing Corporation, John Wiley & Sons.
Suls, J. & Mullen, B. (1982). From the cradle to the grave: Comparison and self- 
evaluation across the life span. In Psychological perspectives on the self, Suls J (eds). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum: Hillsdale NJ; 97-125.
Suls, J., Marco, C.A. & Tobin, S. (1991). The role of temporal comparison, social 
comparison, and direct appraisal in the elderly’s self-evaluations of health. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology 21(14): 1125-1144.
Swann, W. (1987), Identity negotiation: Where two roads meet. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 53: 1038-51.
Swann, W.B., Jr., Pelham, B.W. & Krull, D.S. (1989). Agreeable fancy or disagreeable 
truth? Reconciling self-enhancement and self-verification. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 52: 782-791.
356
Swann, W.B., Jr. (1990). To be adored or to be known: The interplay of self­
enhancement and self-verification. In R.M. Sorrentino & E.T. Higgins (Eds), Motivation 
and cognition (Vol. 2, p.p. 408-448). New York: Guilford.
Swann, W.B., Jr. (1996). Self traps: The elusive quest for higher self-esteem. New York: 
W.H. Freeman.
Tajfel, H. & Turner, J.C., (1986). The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behavior. In 
W. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social Psychology of Intergroup Relations (p.p. 7- 
24). Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.
Taylor, S.E., Wood, J.V & Lichtman, R.R. (1983). It Could Be Worse: Selective 
Evaluation as a Response to Victimization. Journal of Social Issues, 39(2): 19-40.
Taylor, S.E. & Brown, J.D. (1988). Illusion and well-being: A social psychological 
perspective on mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103: 193-210.
Taylor, S.E. & Lobel, M. (1989). Social comparison activity under threat: Downward 
evaluation and upward contacts. Psychological Review, 96, 569-573.
Taylor, S.E, Kemeny, M.E, Reed, G.M. & Aspinwall, L.G. (1991). Assault on the self: 
Positive illusions and adjustment to threatening events. In The self: Interdisciplinary 
approaches, Strauss J, Goethals GR (eds). Springer-Verlag: New York; 239-254.
Taylor, S.E., Neter, E. & Wayment, H.A. (1995). Self-Evaluation Processes. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21(12): 1278-1287.
Tennen, H. & Herzberger, S. (1987). Depression, self-esteem, and the absence of self- 
protective attributional biases. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52: 72-80.
Tesser, A. & Paulhus, D. (1983). The definition of self: Private and public self-evaluation 
management strategies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44: 672 -  682.
Tesser, A., (1986). Some Effects of Self-Evaluation Maintenance on Cognition and 
Action. In R.M. Sorrention & E.T. Higgins (Eds), Handbook of Motivation and 
Cognition: Foundations of Social Behavior (p.p. 435-464). Guilford Press.
Tesser, A., Millar, M. & Moore, J. (1988). Some affective consequences of social 
comparison and reflection processes: The pain and pleasure of being close. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 54: 49 -  61.
Tesser, A. (2001). Self-esteem. In A. Tesser & N. Schwarz (Eds), Blackwell handbook of 
social psychology: Intraindividual Processes. London: Blackwell Publishers Ltd, 479- 
498.
357
Thomas, V.G. (1989). Body-image satisfaction among black women. The Journal of 
Social Psychology, 129(1): 107-112.
Thornton, B, & Maurice, J.K. (1999). Physical attractiveness contrast effect and the 
moderating influence of self-consciousness. Sex Roles, 40: 379-392.
Tice, D.M. (1991). Esteem protection or enhancement? Self-handicapping motives and 
attributions differ by trait self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60: 
711-725.
Tiggemann, M. & Rothblum, E.D. (1988). Gender differences in social consequences of 
perceived overweight in the United States and Australia. Sex Roles, 18(1-2): 75-86.
Tiggemann, M. & Wilson-Barrett, E. (1998). Children’s figure ratings: Relationship to 
self-esteem and negative stereotyping. International Journal of Eating Disorders, 23: 83 
-8 8 .
Tiggemann, M, & Stevens, C. (1999). Weight concerns across the life span: Relationship 
to self-esteem and feminist identity. International Journal of Eating Disorders, 26(1): 
103-106.
Trope, Y., (1986). Self-Enhancement and Self-Assessment in Achievement Behavior. In 
R.M., Sorrentino & E.T., Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation and Cognition: 
Foundations of Social Behavior (p.p. 350-378). New York: Guilford Press.
Turner, R.H. (1968). The self-conception in social interaction. In C. Gordon & K.J. 
Gergen (Eds), The self in social interaction. Ney York: Wiley, p.p. 93-106.
Turner, S. (1995). Alcoholic women’s self-esteem. Alcoholism Treatment Quarterly 123: 
109-116.
Wade, T.J. & Cooper, M. (1999). Sex differences in the links between attractiveness, 
self-esteem and the body. Personality and Individual Differences 27: 1047-1056.
Wayment, H.A. & Taylor, S.E. (1995). Self-evaluation processes: Motives, information 
use, and self-esteem. Journal of Personality 63: 729-757.
Wells, G.E. & Marwell, G. (1976). Self-esteem: Its conceptualization and measurement. 
Beverly Hills, Calif: Sage.
Wheeler, L., (1966). Motivation as a Determinant of Upward Comparison. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, Supplement 1, 27-31.
Wheeler, L. & Miyake, K. (1992). Social comparison in everyday life. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 62: 760 -  773.
358
Wills, T.A. (1981). Downward comparison principles in social psychology. 
Psychological Bulletin, 90, 245-271.
Wills, T.A. (1987). Downward comparison as a coping mechanism. In C.R. Snyder & C. 
Ford (Eds), Coping with negative life events: Clinical and social-psychological 
perspectives, p.p. 243-268. New York: Plenum.
Wilson, S.R. & Benner, L.A. (1971). The effects of self-esteem and situation upon 
comparison choices during ability evaluation. Sociometry, 34: 381 -  397.
Wilson, A.E. & Ross, M. (2000). The Frequency of Temporal-Self and Social 
Comparisons in People's Personal Appraisals. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 78(5): 928-942.
Wilson, A.E. & Ross, M. (2001). From chump to champ: People’s appraisals of their 
earlier and present selves. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 80(4): 572-584.
Woike, B.A. & Baumgardner, A.H. (1993). Global-specific incongruencies in self-worth 
and the search for self-knowledge. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 19(3): 
290-295.
Wood, J.V. (1989). Theory and research concerning social comparisons of personal 
attributes. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 245-271.
Wood, J.V., Giordano-Beech, M., Taylor, K.L., Michela, J.L. & Gaus, V. (1994). 
Strategies of social comparison among people with low self-esteem, self-protection and 
self-enhancement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(4), 713-731.
Wood, K.C., Becker, J.A. & Thompson, J.K. (1996). Body image dissatisfaction in 
preadolescent children. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 17: 85 -  100.
Yelland, C. & Tiggemann, M. (2003). Muscularity and the gay ideal: Body- 
dissatisfaction and disordered in homosexual men. Eating Behaviors, 4: 107-116 .
Williamson, I. & Hartley, P. (1998). British research into the increased vulnerability of 
young gay men to eating disturbance and body dissatisfaction. European Eating 
Disorders Review, 6: 160-170 .
Wylie, R.C. (1974). The self-concept. Vol.2. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Yager, J., Kurtzman, F., Landsverk, J. & Wiesmeier, E. (1988). Behaviors and attitudes 
related to eating disorders in homosexual male college students. American Journal of 
Psychiatry, 145: 495 -  497.
359
A P P E N D I X  1 
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  O F  T H E  F I R S T  S T U D Y
This questionnaire has to do with your views about yourself. The research is being 
carried out as part fulfillment o f my PhD in psychology at Surrey University. It takes 
about 7 minutes to answer all the questions. All responses are anonymous. I would be 
very grateful if  you answered it and give it back to me. Although in some of the questions 
it might be difficult to be sure of the answer, please try to think of what best represents 
you. If you have any queries and comments or would like to be informed of the results 
my details are:
Sokratis Dinos
D epartm ent of Psychology
University of Surrey
Guildford -  Surrey
G U 25X H
Tel: 01483 876939 
07811 603872 
E-mail: sdinos@ surrev.ac.uk
Thanks a lot in advance for the time you’ve taken to answer my questionnaire.
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People have different views about different dimensions of themselves (e.g. social 
dimension, physical appearance and/or abilities, career, academic ability, etc). For 
example, for some people, their social dimension (e.g. social skills/abilities, social 
interaction, social life, etc) is more important than their physical appearance dimension. 
Similarly, others value work more than academic ability. Please write the 3 dimensions of 
yourself that are important to you:
1. ______________________________________
2. _______________________________________
3. _______________________________________
Please list 3 dimensions that other people think are important but which you don’t think 
are important to you. For example, for many people physical appearance might be a very 
important dimension of themselves, whereas this dimension might not be of great 
importance to your self:
4. _______________________________________
5. _______________________________________
6.
Most of the following questions are based on those six dimensions that you’ve written 
above. So please keep this page unfolded in order to be able to view it. Thanks.
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When people evaluate themselves, sometimes they compare themselves to others. 
Moreover, people compare themselves to different groups when they evaluate different 
aspects of themselves. For example, some people in order to evaluate themselves, they 
might compare their physical appearance with that of their friends, whereas they might 
compare their academic ability with that of their colleagues. Please consider each of the 
dimensions you’ve mentioned before (on 1st page and keeping the same order) and write 
down in column: (A) Who do you tend to compare yourself with in these dimensions and 
(B) Rate yourself relative to the particular group that you’ve mentioned in column A and 
dimension, using the following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Much better Better than A little better Same as A little worse Worse than Much worse 
than the others the others than the others the others than the others the others than the others
COLUMN A COLUMN B
Dimension Who do you tend to compare yourself with in 
each of the six dimensions you’ve given at the 
beginning? Please specify the group or 
person(s) and keep the same order
Rate yourself relative to those you’ve 
written down in column A using the 
above scale (1,2,3, etc).
1.............
2.............
3.............
4............
5............
6...........
Now please rate yourself relative to other people in general, rather than the groups that 
you've given above, using the dimensions that you’ve listed at the beginning (and 
keeping the same order):____________________
COLUMN B
Dimension Rate yourself relative to other people 
in general, using the same scale as 
above (1,2,3, etc).
1.............
2.............
3.............
4............
5............
6........ .
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Using the list that you’ve given at the beginning and keeping the same order rate yourself 
at the present moment, relative to the way you were in the past, using the following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Much Better than A little Same as I A little Worse Much
better than I was in better than was in the worse than than I was worse than
I was in the past I was in past I was in in the past I was in
the past the past the past the past
At present I am
Dimension 
1 1
(please circle):
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 .........  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Using again the list that you’ve given at the beginning rate yourself at the present
moment relative to the way you think you will be in the future by using the following
scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Much Better than A little Same as I A little Worse Much
better than I am now better than am now worse than than I am worse than
I am now I am now I am now now I am now
In the future I th ink I will be (please circle):
Dimension
1 1 2  3 4 5 6 7
2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 .........  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please consider each of the dimensions you’ve mentioned at the beginning and write 
down: (A) the person or group whose judgement of you along each of the six dimensions 
is important to you and (B) How positively or negatively do those in column A judge 
you? If you have any idea no matter how tentative please provide it:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Extremely Positively A little bit Neutral A little bit Negatively Extremely I don’t
positively positively negatively negatively L*10**
COLUMN A COLUMN B
Dimension Whose judgement of you along each of the six 
dimensions you’ve given at the beginning is 
important to you? Please specify the group or 
person(s)
How positively or negatively do you 
think, those you’ve written down in 
column A, judge you using the above 
scale (1,2,3, etc).
1.............
2.............
3.............
4............
5............
6............
Now, please write down in column (B) how positively or negatively, you think people in 
general judge you, rather than the groups or people that you've given above, using the 
dimensions that you’ve listed at the beginning (and keeping the same order):
COLUMN B
Dimension How positively or negatively do you 
think, people in general, judge you 
using the above scale (1,2,3, etc).
1..............
2..............
3.............
4............
5...... ......
6............
366
Now, using again the list that you’ve given at the beginning rate yourself relative to your
ideal self -  the person you would be if you were exactly the way you would like to be on
each of the six dimensions:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very short Short of A bit short By and A bit Better than Much
of my my ideal of my large like better than my ideal better than
ideal self self ideal self my ideal my ideal self my ideal
self self self
Relative to my ideal self, I th ink  I am (please circle):
Dimension
1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Finally, based on the list that you’ve given in the beginning and keeping the same order
please circle how you view or perceive yourself in each of these domains using the
following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Positively A little bit Neutral A little bit Negatively Extremely
positively positively negatively negatively
I  perceive myself (please circle):
Dimension
1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 ........  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please tick the box that best represents you in these 10 short statements:
Strongly
agree
Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
disagree
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
At times I think I am no good at all
I feel that I have a number of good qualities
I am able to do things as well as most other 
people
I feel I do not have much to be proud of
I certainly feel useless at times
I feel that Pm a person of worth, at least on an 
equal plane with others
I wish I could have more respect for myself
All in all, I am inclined to feel that Pm a failure
I take a positive attitude toward myself
Please consider whether each statement is characteristic or not to yourself and tick the
box that best represents you:
Extremely
uncharacteristic
Un­
characteristic
Neutral Characteristic Extremely
characteristic
Pm concerned about my style 
of doing things
Pm concerned about the way I 
present myself
Pm self-conscious about the 
way I look
I usually worry about making a 
good impression
One of the last things I do 
before I leave my house is look 
in the mirror
Pm concerned about what other 
people think of me
Pm usually aware of my 
appearance
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GENERAL INFORMATION
PLEASE TICK WHERE APPROPRIATE:
1. Sex
Male: 1 I Female:[ZZZI
PLEASE WRITE IN THE SPACE PROVIDED:
2. W hat is the highest level of education tha t you have achieved? 
Please w rite:_________________
3. W hat is your occupation?
Please w rite:_________________
4. How old were you a t your last birthday?
I w a s  years
5. W hat is your nationality?
Please w rite:___________________
7. W hat is your place of b irth?
Please w rite:___________________
8. W hat is your m other’s place of birth?
Please w rite:___________________
9. W hat is your fa ther’s place of birth?
Please w rite:____________________
10. W hat are your ethnic origins?
Please w rite:____________________
11. How long have you been in England for?
Please w rite:____________________
Any other comments (please write):..........................................................
Thanks a lot for the time you’ve taken to answer this questionnaire
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APPENDIX li
P a i r e d  s a m p l e s  c o m p a r i s o n s  b e t w e e n  i m p o r t a n t  a n d  
u n i m p o r t a n t  d o m a i n s  o f  t h e  s e l f
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Table 78
Paired samples t-test on self-evaluation processes and self-esteem in important and 
unimportant domains_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Paired Differences T df P<
Mean SD
Domain-specific self-esteem 3.1 3.6 13.2 233 ~0
Specific social comparisons 2.1 3.5 9.0 226 ~0
General social comparisons 2.9 3.3 13.2 227 ~0
Past comparisons 3.0 3.5 13.1 232 ~0
Future comparisons 2.5 3.6 10.4 232 -0
Reflected appraisals of sig others 3.5 3.9 13.7 227 ~0
Reflected appraisals of gen others 3.1 3.6 13.1 230 ~0
Self discrepancy 0.3 3.0 1.8 233 n.s
APPENDIX 2
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  O F  S E C O N D  S T U D Y
BODY-ESTEEM SURVEY
This questionnaire has to do with your views about your body and your facial 
appearance. The same questions will be asked about how you view, and about how you 
think other people view, your body and your facial appearance respectively. This is a 
doctoral research and is being carried out in the department of psychology at Surrey 
University.
There are 28 questions and you will need about 15 to 20 minutes to answer. Sometimes it 
may be difficult to decide which box best represents your view. There are no right or 
wrong answers so where you are not sure, please go with your first impression. All 
responses are anonymous. I don’t need to know your name or any contact details* I would 
be very grateful if you could complete this questionnaire and return it to me. If you have 
any queries and comments or would like to be sent a short report of the results my details 
are:
Sokratis Dinos
D epartm ent of Psychology
University of Surrey
Guildford -  Surrey
GU2 5XH
Tel: 01483 876939 
07811 603872 
E-mail: s.dinos@ surrev.ac.uk
Thanks a lot in advance for the time you’ve taken to answer my questionnaire.
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1. Can you please state how satisfied you are with the appearance o f these different 
facial and bodily features? Please tick:
Facial Features
Very
satisfied
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very
dissatisfied
Nose
Lips
Ears
Chin
Appearance of eyes
Cheeks/cheekbones
Forehead
Hair
Face
Bodily Features
Very
satisfied
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very
dissatisfied
Waist
Thighs
Biceps
Body build
Buttocks
Width of shoulders
Arms
Chest or breasts
Hips
Legs
Figure or physique
Feet
Genitals
Appearance of stomach
Body hair
Weight
2. How important your body image is to you? Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
important important unimportant unimportant
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3. How important your facial appearance is to you? Please circle:
2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important
important important
Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
unimportant unimportant
4. Now could you please think o f the person or group (either hypothetical or real) whose 
judgment o f your body image is the most important to you and please circle whether 
this person or group is:
Male(s) / Female(s) / Both
Younger / Older / Same age / All three
5. How well does this person or group know you (please circle)?:
Know(s) me very well / Well /  Not Well / Not at all
6. In what capacity do you know this person or group (please circle)?
They are:
Family / Partner(s) / Friend(s) / Work or educational colleague(s) / 
Aequaintance(s) / General Public /  Other (please specify):____________________
7. Is this person’s or group’ s judgement o f your facial appearance also the most 
important to you (please circle):
Yes / No 
If YES then go to question 11
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8. If not, can you please think o f the person or group whose judgement of your facial 
appearance is the most important to you and please circle whether this person or 
group is:
Male(s) / Female(s) / Both
Younger / Older / Same age / All three
9. How well does this person or group know you (please circle)?
Know(s) me very well / Well / Not Well / Not at all
10. Now can you please state in what capacity do you know this person or group (please 
circle):
They are:
Family / Partner(s) / Friend(s) / Work or educational colleague(s) / 
Acquaintance(s) /  General Public / Other (please specify):____________________
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11. Now can you please think o f the person(s) or group(s) that you have mentioned above 
and specify how you think this person(s) or group(s) would rate you on the following 
facial and bodily features? For those features which have not been seen by those 
people whose judgement is most important to you (i.e. stomach, genitals, etc), please 
specify how you think they would rate these features if they had seen them. Please 
tick:
Facial Features
Very
positively
Positively Neither Negatively Very
negatively
Nose
Lips
Ears
Chin
Appearance of eyes
Cheeks/cheekbones
Forehead
Hair
Face
Bodily Features
Very
positively
Positively Neither Negatively Very
negatively
Waist
Thighs
Biceps
Body build
Buttocks
Width of shoulders
Arms
Chest or breasts
Hips
Legs
Figure or physique
Feet
Genitals
Appearance of stomach
Body hair
Weight
12. How much do you agree 
your body? Please circle:
1 2
Strongly Agree
Agree
with how you think this person(s) or group(s) might rate
3 4 5
Neither Disagree Strongly
Disagree
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13. How much do you agree with how you think this person(s) or group(s) might rate 
your facial appearance. Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
14. How important do you think body image is to this person(s) or group(s)? Please 
circle:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
important important unimportant unimportant
15. How important do you think facial appearance is to this person(s) or group(s)? Please 
circle:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
important important unimportant unimportant
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16. Now can you please indicate how you think other people in general view you or 
would rate you if they had an opinion about your facial and bodily features? Please 
tick:
Facial Features
Very
positively
Positively Neither Negatively Very
negatively
Nose
Lips
Ears
Chin
Appearance of eyes
Cheeks/cheekbones
Forehead
Hair
Face
Bodily Features
Very
positively
Positively Neither Negatively Very
negatively
Waist
Thighs
Biceps
Body build
Buttocks
Width of shoulders
Arms
Chest or breasts
Hips
Legs
Figure or physique
Feet
Genitals
Appearance of stomach
Body hair
Weight
17. How much do you agree with what you believe other people in general think o f your 
body image? Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree disagree
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18. How much do you agree with what you think other people in general think of your 
facial appearance? Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree disagree
19. How important do you think body image is for people in general? Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
important important unimportant unimportant
20. How important do you think facial appearance is for people in general? Please circle:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Very Important Neither Unimportant Very Extremely
important important unimportant unimportant
21. Now could you please rate your body image at the present moment, relative to the 
way it was in the past, using the following scale?
At present my body is (please circle):
Much Better than A little 
better than it was in better than 
it was in the past it was in 
the past tlie Past
Same as it A little Worse Much 
was in the worse than than it was worse than 
past it was in in the past it was in 
the past the past
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22. Now could you please rate your facial appearance at the present moment, relative to 
the way it was in the past, using the following scale?
At present my facial appearance is (please circle):
Much Better than A little Same as it A little Worse Much 
better than it was in better than was in the worse than than it was worse than
it was in the past it was in past it was in in the past it was in 
the past the past the past the past
23. Now could you please rate your body image at the present moment relative to the way 
you think it will be in the future by using the following scale?
In the future I think my body will be (please circle):
Much Better than A iittle Same as it A little Worse Much 
better than it is now better than is now worse than than it is worse than 
it is now it is now it is now now it is now
24. Now could you please rate your facial appearance at the present moment relative to 
the way you think it will be in the future by using the following scale?
In the future I think my facial appearance will be (please circle):
Much Better than A little Same as it A little Worse Much 
better than it is now better than is now worse than than it is worse than 
it is now it is now it is now now it is now
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25. Finally please rate your body image relative to your ideal body image -  the body 
image you would have if it was exactly the way you would like it to be.
My actual body image is (please circle):
Very short of my Short of my ideal A little bit short of By and large like my
ideal body image body image my ideal body ideal body image
image
26. Now please rate your facial appearance relative to your ideal facial appearance -  the 
facial appearance you would have if it was exactly the way you would like it to be.
My actual facial appearance is (please circle):
Very short of my Short of my A little bit short of By and large like my 
ideal facial ideal facial my ideal facial ideal facial
appearance appearance appearance appearance
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27. Please consider whether each statement below is characteristic of yourself and tick
the box that best represents you:
Extremely
uncharacteristic
Uncharacteristic Neither Characteristic Extremely
characteristic
I’m concerned about what other 
people think of me
I’m concerned about the way I 
present myself
I’m self-conscious about the 
way I look
I usually worry about making a 
good impression
One of the last things I do 
before I leave my house is look 
in the mirror
I’m concerned about my style 
of doing things
I’m usually aware of my 
appearance
It takes me time to overcome 
my shyness in new situations
I have trouble working when 
someone is watching me
I get embarrassed very easily
I don’t find it hard to talk to 
strangers
I feel anxious when I speak in 
front of a group
Large groups make me nervous
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28. Finally please tick the box that best represents you in these 10 short statements:
Strongly
agree
Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
disagree
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
At times I think I am no good at all
I feel that I have a number of good qualities
I am able to do things as well as most other 
people
I feel I do not have much to be proud of
I certainly feel useless at times
I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an 
equal plane with others
I wish I could have more respect for myself
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I’m a failure
I take a positive attitude toward myself
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GEN ER A L INFO RM ATIO N
PLEASE TICK WHERE APPROPRIATE:
1. Sex
Male: Female:
2. Which of the following best describes your sexual orientation?
Heterosexual only: [ Q
Heterosexual mostly:
Heterosexual /  Gay-Lesbian or Bisexual:
Gay-Lesbian mostly:
Gay-Lesbian only: | [
Unsure:
3. Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
Yes No
If yes, please specify in the space provided the 
disability:_____________________
type of
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PLEASE WRITE IN THE SPACE PROVIDED:
4. What is your height? Please write:_________________
5. How much do you weigh? Please write:______________
6. What is the highest level o f education that you have achieved? 
Please write:_________________ _
7. What is your occupation? Please write:_________________
8. How old were you at your last birthday?
I was years
9. What is your nationality? Please write:__________________
10. What are your ethnic origins? Please write: ___________
Any other comments (please write):................................................
Thanks a lot for the time you’ve taken to answer this questionnaire. All the information 
that you have given will be treated with the strictest confidentiality. If you want a report 
on the results you can either write to me or tear o ff this section, write your address in the 
space provided and give it to the researcher:
Sokratis Dinos..................................................................................................................
Department of Psychology
University of Surrey........................................................................................................
Guildford-Surrey GU2 7XH
UK.......................................................................... ..................................... ....................
E-mail: s.dinos@surrey.ac.uk
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A P P E N D I X  2 i
P a i r - w i s e  c o m p a r i s o n  t a b l e s  i n  g r o u p s  
c l a s s i f i e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  s e x ,  s e x u a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  a n d  a g e
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Table 79
Pair-wise comparisons in groups classified according to sex and sexual orientation
Variable Sex and sexual orientation P<
Body-esteem Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 0.003
Gay 0.000
Lesbian 0.027
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 0.003
Gay 0.683
Lesbian 1.000
Gay Heterosexual male 0.000
Heterosexual female 0.683
Lesbian 1.000
Lesbian Heterosexual male 0.027
Heterosexual female 1.000
Gay 1.000
Self discrepancy Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 0.060
Gay 0.000
Lesbian 1.000
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 0.060
Gay 0.234
Lesbian 1.000
Gay Heterosexual male 0.000
Heterosexual female 0.234
Lesbian 0.038
Lesbian Heterosexual male 1.000
Heterosexual female 1.000
Gay 0.038
Social anxiety Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 1.000
Gay 0.549
Lesbian 0.001
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 1.000
Gay 1.000
Lesbian 0.005
Gay Heterosexual male 0.549
Heterosexual female 1.000
Lesbian 0.070
Lesbian Heterosexual male 0.001
Heterosexual female 0.005
Gay 0.070
Table 80
Pair-wise comparisons in groups classified according to age
Age groups P<
Global self-esteem Younger middle-aged 0.002
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.002
older 0.071
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.071
Body-esteem Younger middle-aged 0.002
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.002
older 0.265
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.265
Temporal past comparisons Younger middle-aged 0.778
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.778
older 0.000
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.000
Temporal future comparisons Younger middle-aged 0.002
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.002
older 0.000
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.000
Individual importance Younger middle-aged 0.004
older 0.001
middle-aged younger 0.004
older 0.790
Older younger 0.001
middle-aged 0.790
Normative importance Younger middle-aged 0.044
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.044
older 0.026
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.026
Public self-consciousness Younger middle-aged 0.001
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.001
older 0.005
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.005
Social anxiety Younger middle-aged 0.013
older 0.000
middle-aged younger 0.013
older 0.008
Older younger 0.000
middle-aged 0.008
A P P E N D I X  2 i i
S i g n i f i c a n t  o t h e r s  o f  g r o u p s  c l a s s i f i e d  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  s e x ,  s e x u a l  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  w e i g h t  a n d  a g e
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H eterosexual m en
Table 81
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for heterosexual men
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 4.0% 7.1%
Partner(s) 4,0% 1.0% 8.1% 4.0% 17.2%
Friend(s) 1.0% 17.2% 19.2% 37.4%
Work or educational colleagues 3.0% 1.0% 2.0% 5.1% 11.1%
Acquaintances 3.0% 4.0% 7.1%
General public 2.0% 1.0% 3.0% 13.1% 19.2%
Other 1.0% 1.0%
Total 11.1% 4.0% 34.3% 50.5% 100.0%
Table 82
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for heterosexual men
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 5.1% 2.0% 7.1%
Partners) 1.0% 16.2% 17.2%
Friend(s) 4.0% 19.2% 14.1% 37.4%
Work or educational colleagues 1.0% 3.0% 7.1% 11.1%
Acquaintances 4.0% 3.0% 7.1%
General public 1.0% 10.1% 8.1% 19.2%
Other 1.0% 1.0%
Total 7.1% 57.6% 35.4% 100.0%
Heterosexual women 
Table 83
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for heterosexual women
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.9% 2.4% 3.9% 6.3% 14.5%
Partner(s) 1.4% 5.8% 14.0% 2.9% 24.2%
Friend(s) .5% .5% 10.6% 11.6% 23.2%
Work or educational .5% 3.9% 5.3% 9.7%
colleagues
Acquaintances 1.0% .5% 3.4% 1.9% 6.8%
General public 2.4% 1.0% 6.8% 11.1% 21.3%
Other .5% .5%
Total 7.7% 10.6% 42.5% 39.1% 100.0%
Table 84
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for heterosexual women
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 3.4% 2.4% 8.7% 14.5%
Partner(s) 23.7% .5% 24.2%
Friend(s) 6.3% 3.9% 13.0% 23.2%
Work or educational colleagues 1.9% 1.4% 6.3% 9.7%
Acquaintances .5% 1.9% 4.3% 6.8%
General public 4.8% 4.8% 11.6% 21.3%
Other .5% .5%
Total 40.6% 14.5% 44.9% 100.0%
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G a y  m en
Table 85
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for gay men
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family .9% .9% 1.7% 3.4%
Partner(s) 4.3% 1.7% 10.3% 3.4% 19.8%
Friend(s) 6.0% .9% 14.7% 12.1% 33.6%
Work or educational colleagues 4.3% 2.6% 6.9%
Acquaintances 1.7% 3.4% 3.4% 8.6%
General public 2.6% 1.7% 9.5% 12.9% 26.7%
Other .9% .9%
Total 14.7% 6.0% 43.1% 36.2% 100.0%
Table 86
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for gay men
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 1.7% 1.7% 3.4%
Partner(s) 18.1% .9% .9% 19.8%
Friend(s) 24.1% 1.7% 7.8% 33.6%
Work or educational colleagues 3.4% 3.4% 6.9%
Acquaintances 7.8% .9% 8.6%
General public 21.6% 5.2% 26.7%
Other .9% .9%
Total 77.6% 2.6% 19.8% 100.0%
Lesbians  
Table 87
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for lesbians
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.5% 1.5% 3.0%
Partner(s) 6.0% 9.0% 6.0% 7.5% 28.4%
Friend(s) 1.5% 1.5% 9.0% 7.5% 19.4%
Work or educational colleagues 3.0% 3.0%
Acquaintances 1.5% 1.5% 9.0% 11.9%
General public 3.0% 10.4% 14.9% 28.4%
Other 1.5% 1.5% 3.0% 6.0%
Total 10.4% 13.4% 32.8% 43.3% 100.0%
Table 88
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for lesbians
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 1.5% 1.5% 3.0%
Partner(s) 26.9% 1.5% 28.4%
Friend(s) 3.0% 11.9% 4.5% 19.4%
Work or educational colleagues 3.0% 3.0%
Acquaintances 9.0% 3.0% 11.9%
General public 3.0% 16.4% 9.0% 28.4%
Other 3.0% 3.0% 6.0%
Total 6.0% 71.6% 22.4% 100.0%
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A verage  w e ig h t
Table 89
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for normal weight individuals
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family .8% 1.2% 1.2% 3.3%
Partner(s) 2.9% 2.5% 11.6% 4.5% 21.5%
Friend(s) 1.2% 17.4% 13.6% 32.2%
Work or educational colleagues .8% 4.1% 2.9% 7.9%
Acquaintances 1.2% .8% 2.5% 2.1% 6.6%
General public 1.7% 2.5% 9.9% 13.6% 27.7%
Other .4% .4% .8%
Total 7.9% 7.0% 47.1% 38.0% 100.0%
Table 90
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for normal weight participants
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family .8% .8% 1.7% 3.3%
Partner(s) 14.0% 6.2% 1.2% 21.5%
Friend(s) 12.8% 6.6% 12.8% 32,2%
Work or educational colleagues 2.5% .8% 4.5% 7.9%
Acquaintances 1.7% 3.3% 1.7% 6.6%
General public 12.0% 7.4% 8.3% 27.7%
Other .4% .4% .8%
Total 44.2% 25.6% 30.2% 100.0%
Overweight
Table 91
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for the overweight participants
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.2% 
Partner(s) 4.4% 
Friend(s) 2.8% 
Work or educational colleagues 1.2% 
Acquaintances .8% 
General public 2.4% 
Other .8% 
Total 13.7%
2.4% 3.2% 7.7% 
6.5% 9.3% 3.2% 
.4% 8.9% 11.7% 
2.8% 3.2% 
3.6% 5.2% 
.4% 4.4% 12.1% 
1.2%
9.7% 32.3% 44.4%
14.5%
23.4%
23.8%
7.3%
9.7%
19.4%
2.0%
100.0%
Table 92
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for the overweight participants
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 2.8% 
Partner(s) 13.7% 
Friend(s) 7.3% 
Work or educational colleagues .4% 
Acquaintances 2.8% 
General public 3.2% 
Other
Total 30.2%
3.2% 8.5% 
8.9% .8% 
8.1% 8.5% 
2.0% 4.8% 
2.4% 4.4% 
5.6% 10.5% 
.4% 1.6% 
30.6% 39.1%
14.5%
23.4%
23.8%
7.3%
9.7%
19.4%
2.0%
100.0%
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Younger group
Table 93
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for the younger group
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family .3% 1.4% .7% 2.1% 4.5%
Partner(s) 2.4% 4.9% 10.5% 3.8% 21.7%
Friend(s) 1.0% 1.0% 18.9% 12.6% 33.6%
Work or educational colleagues .3% .3% 2.4% 2.4% 5.6%
Acquaintances .7% 3.1% 2.8% 6.6%
General public .7% 2.1% 10.1% 13.6% 26.6%
Other .3% .3% .7% 1.4%
Total 4.9% 10.8% 46.2% 38.1% 100.0%
Table 94
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for the younger group
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 1.0% 1.4% 2.1% 4.5%
Partner(s) 14.3% 6.3% 1.0% 21.7%
Friend(s) 11.2% 9.8% 12.6% 33.6%
Work or educational colleagues 1.4% .7% 3.5% 5.6%
Acquaintances 1.4% 2.1% 3.1% 6.6%
General public 9.8% 8.4% 8.4% 26.6%
Other .3% .3% .7% 1.4%
Total 39.5% 29.0% 31.5% 100.0%
Middle aged group 
Table 95
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for the 30-49 year-old group
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 1.3% 1.3% 3.8% 5.1% 11.4%
Partner(s) 5.1% 5.7% 10.8% 5.7% 27.2%
Friend(s) 3.2% 6.3% 9.5% 19.0%
Work or educational colleagues .6% .6% 5.1% 4.4% 10.8%
Acquaintances 3.2% 3.2% 4.4% 10.8%
General public 3.8% 4.4% 10.8% 19.0%
Other 1.3% .6% 1.9%
Total 18.4% 7.6% 33.5% 40.5% 100.0%
Table 96
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for the 30-49 year--old group
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 2.5% 3.8% 5.1% 11.4%
Partner(s) 15.2% 10.8% 1.3% 27.2%
Friend(s) 8.2% 4.4% 6.3% 19.0%
Work or educational colleagues 2.5% 2.5% 5.7% 10.8%
Acquaintances 4.4% 4.4% 1.9% 10.8%
General public 5.7% 2.5% 10.8% 19.0%
Other .6% 1.3% 1.9%
Total 38.6% 29.1% 32.3% 100.0%
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O ld er group
Table 97
Relationship and age of body-image significant others for the above 50 year-old group
Younger Older Same age All ages Total
Family 2.7% 1.4% 4.1% 10.8% 18.9%
Partner(s) 6.8% 8.1% 14.9%
Friend(s) 4.1% 5.4% 20.3% 29.7%
Work or educational colleagues 1.4% 4.1% 8.1% 13.5%
Acquaintances 2.7% 4.1% 6.8%
General public 4.1% 12.2% 16.2%
Total 18.9% 1.4% 24.3% 55.4% 100.0%
Table 98
Relationship and sex of body-image significant others for the above 50 year-old group
Male(s) Female(s) Both Total
Family 2.7% 1.4% 14.9% 18.9%
Partner(s) 12.2% 2.7% 14.9%
Friend(s) 8.1% 5.4% 16.2% 29.7%
Work or educational colleagues 1.4% 2.7% 9.5% 13.5%
Acquaintances 1.4% 5.4% 6.8%
General public 1.4% 5.4% 9.5% 16.2%
Total 25.7% 18.9% 55.4% 100.0%
395
A P P E N D I X  3  
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  O F  T H I R D  S T U D Y
A
P H Y S IC A L  A P P E A R A N C E  A S S E S S M E N T
This questionnaire fonns part o f  a doctoral research project that is being carried out at 
the University o f  Surrey to investigate the views that you have about your physical 
appearance. Questions will be related to your physical appearance; how important it is 
to you, how much it affects your life and how much control you think you have over 
it. In addition, we are also interested in how your physical appearance affects other 
people’ s impressions o f  you -  both people who know you personally and people who 
do not.
You will need only 5 to 10 minutes to answer. Sometimes it may be difficult to decide 
which box best represent your view. There are no right or wrong answers so where 
you are not sure, please go with your first impression. All responses are anonymous. 
We don’t need to know your name or any contact details. We would be very grateful 
if you could take the time to help me with my research. If you have any queries and 
comments or would like to be sent a short report o f the results my details are:
Sokratis Dinos 
Department of Psychology 
University of Surrey 
Guildford -  Surrey 
GU2 5XH 
E-mail: s.dinos@smTev.ac.uk
Thanks a lot in advance for the time you’ve taken to answer this questionnaire
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1. Can you please state how satisfied you are with the appearance of these
different features? (Please tick)
Facial features Very
satisfied
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very
dissatisfied
Nose
Lips
Ears
Chin
Appearance o f  eyes
Cheeks/cheekbones
Forehead
Hair
Face
Bodily features Very
satisfied
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very
dissatisfied
Waist
Thighs
Biceps
Body build
Buttocks
Width o f  shoulders
Arms
Chest or breasts
Hips
Legs
Figure or physique
Feet
Genitals
Appearance o f  stomach
Body hair
Weight
2. Now can you please state how satisfied you are with the following bodily
functions? (Please tick)
Very
satisfied
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very
dissatisfied
Body scent
Appetite
Physical stamina
Reflexes
Muscular strength
Energy level
Physical co-ordination
Agility
Sex drive
Health
Sex activities
Physical condition
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3. Can you please tick the answer that best represents you in the following 
questions (please tick):
a) How important is your 
physical appearance to you
b) Think about people who know 
you. How much does your 
physical appearance affect the 
way they treat you?
c) Noe think about people who 
don't know you personally. How 
much does your physical 
appearance affect the way they 
treat you?
d) How much does your physical 
appearance affect the way people 
who know you personally judge 
you?
e) How much does your physical 
appearance affect the way people 
who don't know you personally 
judge you?
id
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f) How much does your physical
appearance affect your mood?    L__J____ __________
g) How much do your feelings 
about your physical appearance 
change from day to day?
h) How much control do other 
people that know you personally 
think you have over your 
physical appearance?
i) How much control do other 
people that don't know you think 
you have over your physical 
appearance?
j) How much control do you 
think you have over your 
physical appearance?
4. If you think your physical appearance is somewhat out of your control 
please specify what or who influences it.
My physical appearance could be influenced by (please write):
5. To what extent has your physical appearance affected the following  
aspects of your life? (please tick)
Completely Very much A lot Moderately Small
amount
Very small 
amount
Not at all
Social
activities
Intimate
relationships
Work/academic
relationships
Work/academic
career
Family life
Friendships
6. Now can you please state how your physical appearance has affected 
these aspects of your life? (please tick)
Positively Negatively Not applicable
Social activities
Intimate relationships
Work/academic relationships
Work/academic career
Family life
Friendships
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7. Finally please tick the box that best represents you in these 10 short 
statements:
Strongly
agree
Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
disagree
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
At times I think I am no good at all
I feel that I have a number of good qualities
I am able to do things as well as most other 
people
I feel I do not have much to be proud of
I certainly feel useless at times
I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on 
an equal plane with others
I wish I could have more respect for myself
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I'm a 
failure
I take a positive attitude toward myself
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G EN ERAL INFORMATION
PLEASE TICK WHERE APPROPRIATE:
1. Sex
Male: Female:
2. Which of the follow ing best describes your sexual orientation?
Heterosexual only
Heterosexual mostly
Heterosexual /  Gay-Lesbian or Bisexual:
Gay-Lesbian mostly: 
Gay-Lesbian only:
Unsure:
3. Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
Yes N o
If yes, please specify in the space provided the type of 
disability:______________________
403
PLEASE WRITE IN THE SPACE PROVIDED:
4. What is your height? Please write:_________________
5. How much do you weigh? Please write:_______________
6. What is the highest level o f  education that you have achieved? 
Please write:__________________
7. What is your occupation? Please write:_________________
8. How old were you at your last birthday?
I was_______years
9. What is your nationality? Please write:__________________
10. What are your ethnic origins? Please write:
Any other comments (please write):
Thanks a lot for the time you've taken to answer this questionnaire. All the 
information that you have given will be treated with the strictest 
confidentiality. If you want a report on the results my details are:
Sokratis Dinos
Department of Psychology 
University of Surrey 
Guildford-Surrey GU2 7XH 
UK
E-mail:
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A P P E N D I X  3 i
P a i r - w i s e  c o m p a r i s o n  t a b l e s  i n  g r o u p s  c l a s s i f i e d  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  s e x ,  s e x u a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  a n d  a g e
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Table 99
Pair-wise comparisons in groups classified according to sex and sexuality
Sex and sexual orientation P<
Global self-esteem Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 0.087
Gay 0.049
Lesbian 0.000
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 0.087
Gay 1.000
Lesbian 0.003
Gay Heterosexual male 0.049
Heterosexual female 1.000
Lesbian 0.301
Lesbian Heterosexual male 0.000
Heterosexual female 0.003
Gay 0.301
Body-esteem Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 0.192
Gay 0.137
Lesbian 0.001
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 0.192
Gay 1.000
Lesbian 0.107
Gay Heterosexual male 0.137
Heterosexual female 1.000
Lesbian 1.000
Lesbian Heterosexual male 0.001
Heterosexual female 0.107
Gay 1.000
Direction of impact Heterosexual male Heterosexual female 0.001
Gay 0.555
Lesbian 0.001
Heterosexual female Heterosexual male 0.001
Gay 1.000
Lesbian 1.000
Gay Heterosexual male 0.555
Heterosexual female 1.000
Lesbian 0.421
Lesbian Heterosexual male 0.001
Heterosexual female 1.000
Gay 0.421
Table 100
Pair-wise comparisons in groups classified according to age
Age groups P<
Global self-esteem Younger Middle age 0.104
Older 0.000
Middle age Younger 0.104
Older 0.077
Older Younger 0.000
Middle age 0.077
Body-esteem Younger Middle age 0.008
Older 0.001
Middle age Younger 0.008
Older 0.520
Older Younger 0.001
Middle age 0.520
Importance Younger Middle age 1.000
Older 0.000
Middle age Younger 1.000
Older 0.000
Older Younger 0.000
Middle age 0.000
Affective importance Younger Middle age 0.001
Older 0.000
Middle age Younger 0.001
Older 0.008
Older Younger 0.000
Middle age 0.008
Perceived reactions Younger Middle age 1.000
Older 0.000
Middle age Younger 1.000
Older 0.000
Older Younger 0.000
Middle age 0.000
Magnitude of impact Younger Middle age 1.000
Older 0.004
Middle age Younger 1.000
Older 0.009
Older Younger 0.004
Middle age 0.009
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